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The purpose of the present study was twofold. The first purpose was to determine if 
youth sport athletes perceived their head coaches and athlete leaders to differ in their frequency 
of use of authentic leadership behaviours. The second purpose was to determine which authentic 
leadership behaviours for each group were related to the outcomes of cohesion and athlete 
satisfaction. The sample comprised 119 competitive youth sport athletes. Results indicated that 
head coaches and athlete leaders both displayed all four authentic leadership behaviours (self-
awareness, relational transparency, internalized moral perspective, and balanced processing of 
information), with head coaches displaying all four behaviours more frequently than athlete 
leaders. Results of the hierarchical regression showed that the head coach authentic leadership 
behaviours of self-awareness, relational transparency, and internalized moral perspective were 
significantly positively related to the outcomes of task cohesion and athlete satisfaction with the 
coach. For athlete leaders, significant positive relationships were found between balanced 
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The importance of ethical and values-based leadership in sport cannot be overstated 
(Kerr, Willson, & Stirling, 2019). In partnership with AthletesCAN, Kerr et al. (2019) surveyed 
over 1,000 current and former Canadian national team athletes about harm and maltreatment. 
They found that the most common type of harm to athletes was psychological in nature and came 
primarily from coaches and peers (i.e., teammates). Specifically, a total of 381 athletes reported 
some form of psychological abuse from their coach and 273 from a peer. This type of behaviour 
is antithetical to the spirit of sport and, as such, major sport governing bodies are addressing 
these types of concerns. At the national level, sport organizations, such as Hockey Canada and 
Volleyball Canada, promote their mission statements and values on their websites. Many of these 
mission statements and values reflect the sport organizations’ beliefs in developing and fostering 
positive experiences, a sense of integrity (i.e., fair play), and overall well-being for all 
stakeholders of sport (Hockey Canada, n.d.; Volleyball Canada, n.d.). Similarly, provincial sport 
organizations promote values such as leadership and honesty (Ontario Minor Hockey 
Association, n.d.), providing a rewarding experience through a positive environment and 
supportive leadership (Minor Hockey Alliance of Ontario, n.d.), and integrity and respect in 
athlete-centered associations (Ontario Volleyball Association, n.d.). To help achieve these 
values, most youth sport organizations have mandated training programs for coaches, such as 
Respect in Sport, to educate them on these values and help promote positive leadership. Though 
there are few resources of that kind for athletes, most youth sport organizations do mandate that 
athletes sign a code of conduct before they can participate in their sport. Based on the 
information contained on the websites of national sport organizations (i.e., Hockey Canada and 
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Volleyball Canada) and provincial sport organizations (i.e., Ontario Hockey Federation and 
Ontario Volleyball Association), the content for athletes tends to focus on sport-specific skill 
development and strength and conditioning. Codes of conduct for players and parents also tended 
to be included within those websites. However, the resources for coaches tended to focus on 
certifications and coaching development from technical, tactical, and managerial standpoints. 
That is, the resources for coaches and athletes differed greatly with respect to organization 
mandated training or certifications insofar as athletes had minimal if any formal training 
requirements. The lack of quality leadership training options for coaches and athletes indicates 
an area where sport organizations could better serve their members to help reduce the risk of 
athletes experiencing psychological harm in their sporting endeavours. 
These mandated training programs for coaches, including codes of conduct, serve as 
primary mechanisms by which youth sport organizations deliver their values to their stakeholders 
and promote positive leadership. Kim, Kim, and Lee (in press) have noted that exhibiting 
positive leadership can help those involved in sport to align themselves with the values of their 
organization. Authentic leadership is one such form of positive leadership and is defined as: 
a pattern of leader behavior that draws upon and promotes both positive psychological 
capacities and a positive ethical climate, to foster greater self-awareness, an internalized 
moral perspective, balanced processing of information, and relational transparency on the 
part of leaders working with followers, fostering positive self-development. (Walumbwa, 
Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008, p. 94)  
This definition highlights four dimensions of authentic leadership behaviour. The first authentic 
leader behaviour is self-awareness, which refers to the leader’s self-knowledge about their own 
strengths and weaknesses, how they see the world, and the awareness they have in terms of 
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influencing their followers. The second is internalized moral perspective and reflects the 
personal values the leader holds which directly impacts on how they interact with others. As the 
leader is more aware of their moral perspective, they are better able to self-regulate in relation to 
ethical dilemmas without the influence of individual and/or societal pressures since they are 
confident in their values. The third is balanced processing of information and is defined as the 
leader’s ability to critically examine all information relevant to a situation before making any 
type of decision. This also includes the leader’s openness to be challenged by others to test their 
values. Lastly, relational transparency is the leader’s ability to act authentically with others as 
opposed to being fake. The authentic leader (e.g., coach, athlete leader) is transparent insofar as 
being true to who they are as an individual, which in turn provides clarity to others (e.g., 
teammates). Taken together, the four dimensions of authentic leadership demonstrate a genuine 
desire to serve others more effectively (George, 2003) by acting in line with one’s own personal 
values and convictions to build strong interpersonal collaborative relationships with others 
(Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004).    
The empirical research examining authentic leadership originated from industrial and 
organizational psychology (Gardner, Cogliser, Davis, & Dickens, 2011), wherein researchers 
examined authentic leadership primarily as a predictor to outcomes such as integrity, 
organizational commitment, and job performance. For instance, Leroy, Palanski, and Simons 
(2012) examined authentic leadership as an antecedent of perceived leader behavioural integrity 
in a retail business setting. The results showed a positive relationship between authentic 
leadership (operationalized as a composite measure of the four dimensions of authentic 
leadership) and employees’ perceptions of their boss’ behavioural integrity. Further, the 
researchers found authentic leadership was positively associated with greater employee 
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organizational commitment. To explain, the researchers suggested that the trust the leaders were 
able to build with the employees through the use of authentic leadership helped the employees 
identify with the company. In fact, Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesang, and Avey (2009) examined the 
relationship amongst authentic leadership, trust, and job performance (operationalized as retail 
sales). The researchers found that trust mediated the relationship between authentic leadership 
and job performance. That is to say that the use of authentic leadership served to build trust 
between the employees and the leaders of the retail store, which in turn lead to increased job 
performance (i.e., higher volumes of sales).  
While the investigation of authentic leadership is more prevalent in industrial and 
organizational psychology, to the author’s knowledge, four studies have examined authentic 
leadership in sport. In particular, all four studies assessed coaches’ authentic leadership as rated 
by intercollegiate athletes. McDowell, Huang, and Caza (2018) found that coaches’ authentic 
leadership was positively related to psychological capital (a construct composed of four 
components: self-efficacy, optimism, achieving goals, and resilience) but not related to athletes’ 
perception of their engagement within the team environment. Similarly, Kim et al. (in press) also 
found a positive relationship between coaches’ authentic leadership and psychological capital. 
However, these authors also found that this relationship was moderated by team tenure. 
Specifically, the positive relationship was stronger for lower class athletes (operationalized as 
those intercollegiate athletes in their first or second season with their current team) compared to 
higher class athletes (operationalized as athletes in their third or fourth year).  
 Bandura and colleagues (Bandura & Kavussanu, 2018; Bandura, Kavussanu, & Ong, 
2019) have also examined coaches’ authentic leadership in relation to individual- and team-level 
outcomes. For instance, Bandura and Kavussanu (2018) examined the relationship between 
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athlete-rated head coaches’ authentic leadership and the individual outcomes of coaches’ trust 
and athlete autonomy, and the team-level outcomes of team commitment and team enjoyment. 
The results showed that coaches’ authentic leadership was positively related to coaches’ trust (β 
= .74), athlete autonomy (β = .37), team commitment (β = .31), and team enjoyment (β = .15). In 
a similar study, Bandura et al. (2019) found that coaches’ authentic leadership was positively 
related to coaches’ trust (β = .66), team sacrifice (β = .28), and task cohesion (β = .22).  
Though there are clearly positive outcomes related to the presence of authentic leadership 
behaviours, the few studies examining authentic leadership in sport shows a gap in the literature 
and leads to four key rationales for this study. First, the limited research examining authentic 
leadership in sport has focused on the coach (Bandura & Kavussanu, 2018; Bandura et al., 2019; 
Kim et al., in press; McDowell et al., 2018). However, there is another important source of 
leadership that emanates from the athletes, commonly known as athlete leadership, which is 
defined as “an athlete occupying a formal or informal role within a team who influences a group 
of team members to achieve a common goal” (Loughead, Hardy, & Eys, 2006, p. 144). 
Loughead and Hardy (2005) showed that coaches and athlete leaders differed in the frequency by 
which they utilized leadership behaviours. As a result, it would be helpful to determine whether 
coaches and athlete leaders differ in their use of authentic leadership behaviours.  
Second, to date the limited research examining authentic leadership in sport has sampled 
only intercollegiate athletes. Thus, the focus of the current study was the examination of 
authentic leadership in youth sport. The importance of better understanding authentic leadership 
through the perspective of youth sport participants is critical based on the values promoted by 
youth sport organizations. Harter (2005) noted that adolescents value authenticity from an 
interpersonal perspective since there are emotional, physical, and social changes occurring 
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during this time period in their lives. As authenticity is thought to be developed through life 
eperiences, coaches, in particular, could serve as a helpful source of authenticity for their athletes 
(Harter, 2005). Harter also stated that adolescence is a time period where they forego their true 
selves based on the conditionality of important others (e.g., parents, peers, coaches). That is, 
important others greatly influence adolescents both cognitively and behaviourally. Harter 
reported that adolescents who displayed higher levels of “true-self behaviour” and self-
awareness were more likely to report higher self-esteem and positive affect, along with greater 
hope. This means that having individuals in sport who are behaving in an authentic manner, such 
as coaches and athlete leaders, can help adolescents navigate through their own self-
development.  
Third, while Bandura et al. (2019) found a positive relationship between coaches’ 
authentic leadership behaviours and cohesion, these researchers only examined task cohesion. 
This is unfortunate as researchers have shown that both task and social cohesion are positively 
related to coaching leadership behaviours (e.g., Kim & Cruz, 2016) and athlete leadership 
behaviours (e.g., Vincer & Loughead, 2010).  Cohesion is defined as “a dynamic process that is 
reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the pursuit of its 
instrumental goals and objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs” (Carron, 
Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213). This definition highlights that athletes will have 
perceptions of both task and social cohesion concerning their teams. According to Carron et al. 
(1998), task cohesion represents a general orientation towards accomplishing the team’s 
objectives, while social cohesion refers to the tendency to develop and maintain social 
relationships within the team. As such, each individual team can have varying objectives for 
being together. For instance, a youth hockey team may enjoy the social activities associated with 
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being a member of this team, whereas winning a championship may be more important to 
another team. Therefore, the leadership behaviours displayed may help to achieve the team’s 
goals and objectives from a cohesion perspective. Consequently, it is important to examine the 
relationship between leadership behaviours and both task and social cohesion. 
Fourth, authentic leadership in organizational settings has been found to be positively 
related to affective responses including attitudes and emotions (Gardner et al., 2011). Thus, 
coaches and athlete leaders who are perceived to exhibit authentic leadership behaviours may 
have athletes and teammates who feel more connected (e.g., cohesive) (Emuwa, 2013). Given 
this positive relationship, athletes may experience athlete satisfaction, defined as “a positive 
affective state resulting from a complex evaluation of the structures, processes, and outcomes 
associated with the athletic experience” (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1997, p. 135). As such, athlete 
satisfaction has been positively associated with both coach and athlete leadership. For instance, 
the coaching behaviours of training and instruction, democratic behaviour, autocratic behaviour, 
social support, and positive feedback were positively related to athlete satisfaction with effect 
sizes of .43, .34, .15, .40, and .40, respectively (Kim & Cruz, 2016). Similarly, researchers have 
also found that athlete leadership behaviours of training and instruction, democratic behaviour, 
social support, and positive feedback were positively related to athlete satisfaction (Paradis & 
Loughead, 2012). When considering these implications for youth sport, the leadership 
behaviours highlighted in the studies above implied a positive satisfying athletic experience that 
may foster continued participation in sport.  
Therefore, the purpose of the proposed study is twofold. The first purpose is to determine 
whether youth sport athletes perceive their coaches and athlete leaders to differ in their frequency 
of use of authentic leadership behaviours. In order to examine this first purpose, the following 
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hypothesis will be tested. Specifically, previous research on coaches and athlete leaders showed 
that these two groups vary in the amount of leadership behaviors exhibited (Loughead & Hardy, 
2005). Given that coaches will be older and more experienced than their athletes, it was 
hypothesized that coaches will display more frequent use of authentic leadership behaviours than 
athlete leaders. The second purpose is to examine the relationship between authentic leadership 
behaviours as exhibited by coaches and athlete leaders in relation to the outcomes of cohesion 
and athlete satisfaction. In general, it was hypothesized that the authentic leadership behaviours 
of coaches and athlete leaders will positively predict both cohesion (Vincer & Loughead, 2010) 
and athlete satisfaction (Kim & Cruz, 2016; Paradis & Loughead, 2012;). Based on previous 
authentic leadership research, it is hypothesized that the four dimensions of authentic leadership 
will be most strongly correlated to cohesion and athlete satisfaction in the following hierarchy 
(1) self-awareness, (2) relational transparency, (3) internalized moral perspective, and (4) 
balanced processing (Bandura & Kavussanu, 2018; Kim et al., in press). As such, the leadership 
behaviours were entered in this order when testing this hypothesis.    
Method 
Participants  
 The participants (N = 119) were competitive (i.e., travel) adolescent aged hockey (n = 99) 
and volleyball (n = 20) players. In particular, 64 (53.8%) of the participants competed at the 
AAA level (the highest competition level of youth sport), 38 at the AA level (the second highest 
competition level), and 17 at the BB level (the fourth highest competition level). The participants 
competed at the U15 (n = 53), U16 (n = 42), and U18 (n = 24) age divisions. The participants 
ranged in age from 14 to 17 years of age (Mage = 14.92, SD = 0.91). There were 102 males and 
17 females, and the mean years of participation in their respective sport was 9.12 years (SD = 
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3.32) with a range of 1to14 years. There was a 100% response rate from coaches and an 81% 
participation rate from the players.  
Measures 
Demographics. Participants completed demographic items including current sport, years 
playing current sport, current level of competition, current age division, age, and gender (see 
Appendix A).  
Authentic leadership. The Authentic Leadership Questionnaire (ALQ; Walumbwa et al., 
2008, see Appendix B) was used to measure participants’ perceptions of head coaches’ and 
athlete leaders’ use of authentic leadership behaviours. The ALQ is a 16-item inventory 
measuring four dimensions of authentic leadership. The first dimension is self-awareness, which 
contains four items with a sample item being “Seeks feedback to improve interactions with 
others”. Relational transparency is measured using five items with a sample item reading “Is 
willing to admit mistakes when they are made”. Internalized moral perspective contains four 
items with a sample item of “Demonstrates beliefs that are consistent with action”.  Finally, 
balanced processing is assessed with three items with a sample item being “Listens carefully to 
difference points of view before coming to conclusions”. All items are scored on a 5-point Likert 
scale ranging from 0 (Not at all) to 4 (Frequently, if not always). The ALQ demonstrates good 
factorial validity. More specifically, using a confirmatory factor analysis, Walumbwa et al. 
(2008) reported good model fit (𝑥2= 234.70; df = 98; CFI = .97; RMSEA= .05), as well as 
acceptable internal consistency values for each dimension: Self-awareness (α = .92), relational 
transparency (α = .87), internalized moral perspective (α = .76), and balanced processing (α = 
.81). In addition to factorial validity, support for the predictive and discriminant validity of the 
ALQ was also reported by Walumbwa et al. (2008) as they compared it to measures of ethical 
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and transformational leadership (discriminant) as well as used it to assess theoretical outcomes 
such as commitment and satisfaction (predictive). Although this measure has not previously been 
used with a youth sample, the Flesch-Kincaid ease of readability score was 0.0 (Kincaid, 
Fishburn, Rogers, & Chissom, 1975) indicating this questionnaire was suitable for youth to 
comprehend.  
  Cohesion. Cohesion was measured using the Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire 
(YSEQ; Eys, Loughead, Bray, and Carron, 2009, see Appendix C). The YSEQ is an 18-item 
questionnaire which measures task and social dimensions of cohesion. The YSEQ was developed 
to measure cohesion specifically with youth participants, and has a Flesch-Kincaid reading grade 
level of 5.5 (Kincaid et al., 1975).Task cohesion contains eight items and is defined as “a general 
orientation toward achieving the group’s goals and objectives” (Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley, 
1985, p. 248). A sample item is “I am happy with my team’s level of desire to win.” Social 
cohesion contains eight items and is defined as “a general orientation toward developing and 
maintaining social relationships within the group” (Carron, et al., 1985, p. 248). A sample item 
from social is “I am going to keep in contact with my teammates after the season ends.” All 
items are rated on a 9-point Likert scale with higher scores reflecting higher perceptions of 
cohesion. The YSEQ has been found to psychometrically sound displaying the following fit 
statistics: 𝑥2(103) = 436.29, p < .001; CFI = .90; SRMR = .07, and Cronbach Alphas for each 
dimension were as follows for task (α = .89) and social (α = .94) cohesion (Eys et al., 2009). The 
YESQ was also found to display factorial validity as evidenced with the following model fit 
values: a comparative fit index of .903 and a standardized root mean square residual of .068 (Eys 




Athlete satisfaction. Athlete satisfaction was measured using the Athlete Satisfaction 
Questionnaire (ASQ; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998, see Appendix D). Previous research (i.e., 
Paradis & Loughead, 2012) has used the ASQ with youth participants and reported acceptable 
internal consistencies rangin from α = .71to .80. Furthermore, the Flesch-Kincaid reading grade 
level for this measure was 6.8 (Kincaid et al., 1975). This sport specific measure comprises 56 
items measuring 15 dimensions of satisfaction. For the purposes of this study, nine dimensions of 
satisfaction were measured and collapsed into two higher-order variables. Given that the present 
study measured the authentic leadership behaviours of both coaches and athlete leaders, the 
decision was made to assess satisfaction generated from the coach and satisfaction with peers. In 
order to generate these two higher-order variables, the first author examined the 15 dimensions 
and their items. Based on this examination, four dimensions assessed factors related to the coach 
and five dimensions measured peer athlete satisfaction. Consequently, the first higher-order 
variable was labeled athlete satisfaction with the coach and was composed of the following four 
facets of athlete satisfaction: ability utilization (five items; I am satisfied with the degree to 
which my abilities were used), strategy (six items; I am satisfied with the coach’s choice of plays 
during competitions), personal treatment (five items; I am satisfied with the recognition I 
received from my coach), and training and instruction (three items; I am satisfied with the 
instruction I have received from the coach this season). The second higher-order variable was 
labeled athlete satisfaction with teammates and was composed of the following five dimensions 
of athlete satisfaction: team performance (three items; I am satisfied with the team’s win/loss 
record this season), team task contribution (three items; I am satisfied with the extent to which 
teammates provided me with instruction), team social contribution (three items; I am satisfied 
with the role I played in the social life of the team), ethics (three items; I am satisfied with my 
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teammates’ sportsmanlike behavior), and team integration (four items; I am satisfied with how 
the team worked to be the best). All items are scored on a 7-point Likert scale anchored at 1 (Not 
at all satisfied) and 7 (Extremely satisfied). Responses for each dimension are summed and 
averaged to yield a mean score in which higher scores reflect greater satisfaction. Riemer and 
Chelladurai (1998) reported acceptable factorial validity using confirmatory factor analysis: TLI 
= .93, IFI = .94, and RMSEA =.05. Furthermore, Riemer and Chelladurai reported acceptable 
internal consistency values for all nine dimensions ranging from α = .79 (ethics) to α = .95 (team 
performance).    
Procedure 
Following clearance from the University of Windsor’s Research Ethics Board, youth 
sport coaches from Windsor-Essex were contacted via email and/phone to request permission to 
survey their athletes (see Appendix E). The coach contact information was retrieved from minor 
youth sport association websites. Once permission from the coach was received, athletes were 
sent an email from the coach containing a description of the research study and invited to a 
mutually agreed upon date and time to voluntarily participate in the study. This was typically at 
the team’s home facility before a regularly scheduled practice. The researcher explained the 
nature of the study and answered any questions from the participants. Then, participants 
completed the survey packages independently and the researcher was present to answer any 
additional questions during the completion of the survey. The survey completion time was 
approximately 20 minutes. Upon completion, the participants sealed their survey package in the 
envelope provided before submitting to the researcher to ensure the anonymization of their 





  Descriptive Statistics 
The first step in the analysis of the data was to screen for missing values. In the case of 
missing data, a group mean substitution was employed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). This 
method allows for an estimation of missing data values by averaging the score of the other items 
within the same variable group as those items tend to be highly positively correlated, especially 
when the sample is homogeneous due to the likelihood of less variability in responses. 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) suggest it to be appropriate to estimate missing values where there 
is less than 5% of missing data. The percentages of missing data were as follows: coach 
leadership behaviours 1.1%, athlete leadership behaviours 2.7%, task cohesion 0.8%, social 
cohesion 1.7%, satisfaction with coaching 9.2%, and satisfaction with teammates 10.9%. In the 
present study there were less than 5% of data missing overall and therefore a group mean 
substitution was used to estimate these missing values.  
Once the missing values were estimated, the next step was to calculate the descriptive 
statistics. A summary of the means, standard deviations, internal consistencies, skewness, and 
kurtosis for the dimensions of authentic leadership, cohesion, and athlete satisfaction are reported 
in Table 1, while the bivariate correlations are presented in Table 2. With the exception of head 
coach relational transparency, all variables displayed acceptable internal consistencies with alpha 
values for authentic leadership behaviours ranging from α = .72 to .84, task and social cohesion 
values at α = .89 and .92, respectively, and satisfaction with coaching and teammates at α = .93 
and .83, respectively. The next step in the analysis was to test if the data met parametric 
assumptions. Specifically, all continuous variables were fully described and were tested for 
skewness and kurtosis. All of the variables were negatively skewed which indicated that 
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responses tended to be scored in the higher ranges of their respective measures. Additionally, 
most variables showed skewness and kurtosis values to be outside of the absolute value of “1” 
with some kurtosis values as high as four. Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) note that there are a 
number of data transformation options that could be used based on the specific concerns of a 
given data set, and that trial and error for data transformation methods is often a necessary 
process. The authors also noted that the values of skewness and kurtosis, even if non-normal, 
become less impactful with larger sample sizes because of their decreased standard errors. 
Specifically, with a sample size of over 100, data with positive kurtosis values are less likely to 
produce inaccurate values of variance in an analysis (Waterneaux, 1976). However, since the 
trend in the data was negatively skewed with relatively high positive kurtosis values, a 
conservative approach was used and all data were squared to normalize their distributions 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Though some individual variables displayed acceptable distribution 
and normality, all variables were normalized with the goal of obtaining multivariate normality 
for the regression analyses as the data were ungrouped (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  
Main Analyses  
It should be noted that GPower (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996) was used to 
determine the effect sizes for each analysis based on the sample size of 119. To help answer the 
study’s first hypothesis involving paired samples t-test, power was achieved for both a 1-tailed 
and 2-tailed analysis with an observable effect size as small as 0.26 (alpha = .05, power > .80). 
For the study’s second hypothesis utilizing hierarchical linear regression analysis, power was 
achieved for a 1-tailed observable effect size as small as 0.06 (alpha = .05, power > .80). 
For the study’s first hypothesis (i.e., coaches will display more frequent use of authentic 
leadership behaviours than athlete leaders), paired samples t-test were conducted. The results 
15 
 
showed that coaches and athlete leaders differed in all four of the authentic leadership 
dimensions: self-awareness t (118) = 2.93, p < .05, relational transparency t (118) = 3.03, p < .05, 
internalized moral perspective t (118) = 4.66, p < .001, and balanced processing t (118) = 5.52, p 
< .001. In particular, for all four dimensions of authentic leadership behaviours coaches more 
frequently used these leadership behaviours than athlete leaders. For a summary of the paired 
samples t-test see Table 3. Furthermore, values for practical significance were calculated using 
Cohen’s 𝑈3 statistic (Cohen, 1988). This measure allows for a practically significant comparison 
to describe the percentage of one group which scored higher on a measure than the average 
person in the other group (Wheeler, Gorey, & Greenblatt, 1998). For the purposes of this study, 
the 𝑈3 statistic indicates the percentage of coaches who scored higher in authentic leadership 
than the average athlete leader. Our analysis yielded the following 𝑈3 values for the four 
dimensions of authentic leadership: self awareness 𝑈3 = .70, relational transparency 𝑈3 = .69, 
internalized moral perspective 𝑈3 = .80, and balanced processing 𝑈3 = .72. These values are to 
be interpreted as percentages, meaning that that 70% of head coaches scored higher on self 
awareness than the average athlete leader, 69% of head caches scored higher on relational 
transparency than the average athlete leader, 80% of head coaches scored higher on internalized 
moral perspective than the average athlete leader, and 72% of head coaches scored higher on 
balanced processing that the average athlete leader.  
For the study’s second hypothesis (i.e., authentic leadership behaviours of coaches and 
athlete leaders will positively predict the outcomes of cohesion and athlete satisfaction), six 
hierarchical linear regression analyses were conducted. The first two regression analyses 
evaluated the outcome of task cohesion, the second two with the outcome of social cohesion, 
followed by one regression with the outcome of athlete satisfaction with the coach, as well as 
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one with the outcome of athlete satisfaction with teammates. The independent variables were the 
four dimensions of authentic leadership behaviours (i.e., self-awareness, relational transparency, 
internalized moral perspective, and balanced processing) that were assessed for both coach and 
athlete leaders. The above listed hierarchy of the authentic leadership behaviours was empirically 
derived from the beta values reported by previous research (Bandura & Kauvssanu, 2018; Kim et 
al., in press). The regressions for the two leadership groups (i.e., head coaches and athlete 
leaders) were run separate from each other in order to determine their independent relationships 
to cohesion and athlete satisfaction.   
Task cohesion. The first hierarchical linear regression was conducted using coaches’ 
authentic leadership behaviours. See Table 4 for a summary of the regression analysis. For the 
first block analysis, the predictor variable of self-awareness was analyzed. The results of the first 
block hierarchical linear regression analysis showed a model that was statistically significant (p 
< .001). Additionally, the R2 value of .315 associated with this regression model suggests that 
coaches’ self-awareness accounts for 31.5% of the variation in task cohesion, which means that 
68.5% of the variation in task cohesion cannot be explained by coaches’ self-awareness alone. A 
different outcome was found from the second block analysis.   
For the second block, the predictor of coaches’ relational transparency was added to the 
analysis. The results of the second block hierarchical linear regression indicated a model to be 
statistically significant (p < .001). The R2change value of .059 associated with this regression 
model suggests that the addition of coaches’ relational transparency to the first block accounted 
for an additional 5.9% of the variation in task cohesion. For the third block, the predictor of 
coaches’ internalized moral perspective was added to the analysis. The results of the third block 
hierarchical linear regression indicated a model to be statistically significant (p < .05). The 
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R2change value of .022 associated with this regression model suggests that the addition of coaches’ 
relational transparency to the first block accounted for an additional 2.2% of the variation in task 
cohesion. For the fourth block, coaches’ balanced processing was added to the analysis and the 
model was not significant producing an R2change of 0.017.  
The second hierarchical linear regression was conducted using athlete leaders’ authentic 
leadership behaviours in the same hierarchical order. See Table 5 for a summary of the 
regression analysis. For the first block analysis, the predictor variable of self-awareness was 
analyzed. The results of the first block hierarchical linear regression analysis showed a model 
that was statistically significant (p < .001). Additionally, the R2 value of .116 associated with this 
regression model suggests that athlete leaders’ self-awareness accounts for 11.6% of the 
variation in task cohesion, which means that 88.4% of the variation in task cohesion cannot be 
explained by athlete leaders’ self-awareness alone.  
 The subsequent three blocks of this model were not significant and demonstrated an 
R2change of roughly 0.5% each. However, it is important to note that self-awareness remained 
significantly positively related to task cohesion (p < .05) in the second and third blocks (i.e., 
when relational transparency and internalized moral perspective were added, respectively). 
Athlete leaders’ self-awareness ceased to be significantly related to task cohesion in the fourth 
block when balanced processing was added.  
Social cohesion. The third hierarchical linear regression was conducted using coaches’ 
authentic leadership behaviours. See Table 6 for a summary of the regression analysis. There 
were no significant models found for this regression. R2change values were found to range 0.004 to 
0.011 for the fourth and third blocks, respectively. Of note, head coaches’ self-awareness was 
found to be negatively related to social cohesion in the third and fourth blocks. That is, when 
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internalized moral perspective and balanced processing were added to the model, self-awareness 
was shown to be negatively related with standardized beta values of β = -0.05 and β = -0.08, 
respectively.  
The fourth hierarchical linear regression was conducted using athlete leaders’ authentic 
leadership behaviours. See Table 7 for a summary of the original regression analysis. The 
original analysis showed that only block four was significant. That is, only once balanced 
processing was included did a block become significant. The inclusion of balanced processing 
(along with the other three dimensions of athlete leaders’ authentic leadership) produced an 
R2change of 0.050 (p < .05). A post hoc hierarchical linear regression was performed with athlete 
leaders’ balanced processing in the first block and the other three dimensions in the second 
block. See Table 7.1 for a summary of the post hoc analysis. This analysis yielded a R2 value of 
0.070 (p < .05) suggesting that athlete leaders’ balanced processing accounts for 7% of the 
variance in social cohesion. The second block remained nonsignificant. The relationship between 
social cohesion and athlete leaders’ balanced processing is duplicated in Table 2 which shows 
the only authentic leadership behaviour significantly correlated to social cohesion is athlete 
leaders’ balanced processing (r = .27, p < .01).  
Athlete satisfaction with the coach. The fifth hierarchical linear regression was 
conducted using coaches’ authentic leadership behaviours. See Table 8 for a summary of the 
regression analysis. For the first block analysis, the predictor variable of self-awareness was 
analyzed. The results of the first block hierarchical linear regression analysis showed a model 
that was statistically significant (p < .001). Additionally, the R2 value of .325 associated with this 
regression model suggests that coaches’ self-awareness accounts for 32.5% of the variation in 
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satisfaction with coach related facets of satisfaction. This leaves an additional 67.5% of the 
variation in coach satisfaction that cannot be explained by coaches’ self-awareness alone.  
For the second block, the predictor of coaches’ relational transparency was added to the 
analysis. The results of the second block hierarchical linear regression indicated a model to be 
statistically significant (p < .05). The R2change value of .039 associated with this regression model 
suggests that the addition of coaches’ relational transparency to the first block accounted for an 
additional 3.9% of the variation in task cohesion. For the third block, the predictor of coaches’ 
internalized moral perspective was added to the analysis. The results of the third block 
hierarchical linear regression indicated a model to be statistically significant (p < .05). The 
R2change value of .033 associated with this regression model suggests that the addition of coaches’ 
relational transparency to the first block accounted for an additional 3.3% of the variation in task 
cohesion. Of note, although the third block was significant overall, relational transparency 
ceased to be significantly related once internalized moral perspective was added. For the fourth 
block, coaches’ balanced processing was added to the analysis and the model was not significant 
producing an R2change of 0.010. In the fourth block, self-awareness and internalized moral 
perspective remained significantly related even though the overall block was nonsignificant.  
Athlete satisfaction with teammates. The final hierarchical linear regression was 
conducted using athlete leaders’ authentic leadership behaviours. See Table 9 for a summary of 
the regression analysis. For the first block analysis, the predictor variable of self-awareness was 
analyzed. The results of the first block hierarchical linear regression analysis showed a model 
that was statistically significant (p < .001). Additionally, the R2 value of .272 associated with this 
regression model suggests that athlete leaders’ self-awareness accounts for 27.2% of the 
variation in satisfaction with teammate related facets of satisfaction. This means that 72.8% of 
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the variation in satisfaction with teammates cannot be explained by athlete leaders’ self-
awareness alone.  
The rest of the blocks were found to be nonsignificant with R2change values ranging from 
.008 to 0.22 for blocks four and two, respectively. Of note, however, athlete leaders’ self-
awareness remained significantly related to the outcome of satisfaction with teammates for all 
four blocks (p < .001 for blocks two and three, and p < .05 for block four), even though the 
second, third, and fourth blocks were not significant overall. This regression suggests that athlete 
leaders’ self-awareness is a major contributor to overall satisfaction with teammates.  
Discussion 
The purpose of the present study was twofold. The first purpose was to determine if 
youth sport athletes perceived their coaches and athlete leaders to differ in their frequency of use 
of authentic leadership behaviours. It was hypothesized that head coaches would display more 
frequent use of authentic leadership behaviours than athlete leaders. The results showed that 
athletes rated their head coaches higher on all four dimensions of authentic leadership compared 
to their athlete leaders. In the sport context, this finding lends support to those of Loughead and 
Hardy (2005) who found that coaches and athlete leaders differed in the frequency of the 
leadership behaviours they exhibited. To help explain this difference, one can refer to the 
concept of shared leadership (Pearce & Conger, 2003). In particular, the results are in line with 
Locke’s (2003) integrated model of shared leadership arguing that teams will have both vertical 
and lateral forms of leadership. That is, vertical leadership relates to a hierarchy in which the 
head coach would be situated above the athlete leaders with unilateral direction going down; 
whereas lateral leadership describes the reciprocal influences of leaders who are at the same level 
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(Locke, 2003). The integrated model of leadership has the benefit of including both vertical and 
lateral forms of leadership.  
Specific to the present study, the integrated model of shared leadership highlights the 
different roles and responsibilities that varying leaders assume within this vertical-lateral 
structure. Locke (2003) noted that certain decisions and responsibilities must come from the top, 
such as setting an organizational vision, and that some others are best delegated to subordinate 
leaders. Applying this concept to the present study, it is fitting that athletes found a difference in 
the leadership displayed by their head coaches and athlete leaders. Youth athletes perceived both 
coaches and athlete leaders to display all four authentic leadership behaviours, yet they differed 
in the frequency with which they were displayed. This finding reflects the concepts described in 
the integrated model of shared leadership because of the necessity for each leadership group to 
have their own responsibilities within the overall leadership structure of the team. Specifically, 
coaches ought to have more overall leadership responsibilities and accompanying behaviours due 
to the nature of their position as it relates to their influence over a group of youth athletes. 
Furthermore, both leadership groups were found to display authentic leadership behaviours 
which were related to the outcomes (i.e., cohesion, athlete satisfaction) in the present study. 
These relationships will be described more when discussing the results of the second research 
question below.   
When considering the concept of authenticity in general, the fact that youth athletes 
perceived their coaches to display more frequent use of authentic leadership behaviours also 
lends support to Harter’s (2005) contention that adolescents value authenticity from those 
important people around them due to the unstable and confusing nature of this time period in 
their lives. A key tenet of authenticity is the ability to know oneself through life experiences and 
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learning opportunities, and it stands to reason that adolescents would possess less authenticity 
than adults due to their lack of life experiences (Harter, 2005). That is not to say adolescents 
cannot or do not display any authenticity; rather, the average adult is more likely able to display 
authenticity to a greater degree than the average adolescent because of the experiences they have 
accrued over the course of their life. The results of the current study support this notion since the 
participants perceived that both their coaches and athlete leaders displayed all four dimensions of 
authentic leadership behaviours but that coaches displayed all four more frequently than athlete 
leaders. Whitehead (2009) argued that there is a need for adolescent leadership development 
using an authenticity framework as he describes both the lack of quality leadership development 
opportunities as well as the value of fostering authenticity in this age group. Whitehead’s 
recommendation implies a lack of authentic leadership development opportunities for 
adolescents.  
The study’s second purpose was to examine the relationship between authentic leadership 
behaviours and the outcomes of cohesion and athlete satisfaction. It was hypothesized that youth 
athletes would perceive their coaches’ and athlete leaders’ authentic leadership to be related to 
both outcomes. This hypothesis was partially supported. For the outcome of task cohesion, a 
significant positive relationship was found between three of the four head coach authentic 
leadership behaviours with the exception of balanced processing. In contrast, the only athlete 
leader authentic leadership behaviour related to task cohesion was self-awareness. In general, the 
results are similar to previous sport research in that a positive relationship was found between 
authentic leadership behaviours and task cohesion (Bandura et al., 2019). However, the present 
study extends previous research by independently examining the four dimensions of authentic 
leadership and the various outcomes, including task cohesion. For the three significant 
23 
 
relationships between head coach behaviours and task cohesion (i.e., self-awareness, internalized 
moral perspective, and relational transparency), one explanation could be the inherent task nature 
of coaching (Gardner, Light Shields, Light Bredemier, & Bostrom, 1996). That is, since coaches 
make most task related decisions (i.e., roster selection, playing time, and organizing practices) it 
stands to reason that their influence would be primarily on task cohesion as opposed to social 
cohesion. When considering the definitions of task and social cohesion, Carron et al. (1985) 
noted that task cohesion is primarily concerned with achieving performance-based objectives and 
social cohesion refers to maintaining social relationships with other team members. Similar 
findings have been reported in studies of youth sport examining motivation insofar as the coach 
was primarily related to areas of assessment and instruction (i.e., more task related elements; 
Keegan, Harwood, Spray, & Lavallee, 2009). From the task perspective, a head coach’s 
knowledge of their own strengths and weaknesses, coupled with a sense of fair play and 
openness in their relationships with their players was positively related to cohesion in the current 
study. This relationship could be explained by the ability of those three behaviours to unite 
players in their achievement of performance-based objectives. One possible explanation of the 
non-significant relationship between head coach balanced processing and task cohesion is that 
balanced processing is primarily concerned with self relevant information, not necessarily 
information relevant to or about others (Kernis, 2003). It is possible the inherent individualistic 
nature of coach balanced processing would simply not be relevant to the task related outcomes 
experienced by their athletes.  
The only authentic leadership behaviour from athlete leaders to be related to task 
cohesion was self-awareness. As self-awareness is grounded in knowing one’s own strengths and 
weaknesses, the present study’s finding can be explained when contextualizing athletes as 
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adolescents competing at an elite level of sport in relation to role acceptance. The construct of 
role acceptance refers to a dynamic process reflecting the degree to which an athlete is willing to 
fulfill their role (Benson, Eys, Surya, Dawson, & Schneider, 2013). From a role acceptance 
perspective, athletes who are high in self-awareness should have a firm grasp on their strengths 
and weaknesses which would allow them to create the harmony between what is being asked of 
them on the team and how they see their role. That is, the relationship between athlete leader 
self-awareness and task cohesion could be explained by athlete leaders accepting certain roles 
within their teams.  
For social cohesion, only the fourth athlete leader model was found to be significantly 
related. That is, the inclusion of balanced processing created a statistically significant 
relationship in the fourth model. This finding extends those of Keegan et al. (2009), who found 
that peers influenced motivation primarily through their personal interactions and social 
relationships, which strengthens the linkage between peers and social cohesion. Considering 
Harter (2005) who commented on the value that adolescents placed on important others who 
were authentic, the ability for athlete leaders to demonstrate competence in balanced processing 
of self relevant information could impact the social dynamic of the team. That is, athlete leaders 
who are perceived to acceptably evaluate information about themselves could be viewed as more 
desirable peers. This reinforces the importance adolescents place on authenticity insofar as one 
has the ability to be evaluative of oneself, specifically when considering the dynamic of social 
cohesion.  
For the second outcome of athlete satisfaction, positive relationships were observed for 
authentic leadership behaviour and this outcome. When considering the head coach, the only 
authentic leadership behaviour found to be non significantly related to athlete satisfaction was 
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balanced processing. It is interesting to note that is the same result that occurred for head 
coaches’ authentic leadership behaviours relationship to task cohesion. Again, this result 
suggests that athletes do not value the ability of the coach to process self-relevant information as 
is relates to an athlete focused outcome (i.e., athlete satisfaction). It would be suggested that 
similar reasoning could be applied to inform this relationship insofar as coaching behaviours 
tend to be more task focused in nature (Gardner et al., 1996). The items contained in this coach 
outcome variable showed primarily task focused information: ability utilization, strategy, 
personal treatment, and training and instruction. Furthermore, these dimensions of athlete 
satisfaction also lend themselves more to the vertical aspect of shared leadership (Locke, 2003) 
in which direction and interaction are primarily unilateral coming from the coach to the athletes. 
The relationship between head coach authentic leadership and athlete satisfaction with coaching 
is similar to Bandura and Kavussanu’s (2018) results showing a positive relationship between all 
four dimensions head coach authentic leadership behaviours and the outcome of enjoyment, 
which the authors described as conceptually similar to athlete satisfaction.  
 When considering satisfaction with teammates, athlete leader self-awareness was the 
only authentic leadership behaviour found to positively predict this type of satisfaction. When 
considering the athlete satisfaction dimensions (i.e., team performance, task and social 
contribution, ethics, and team integration) that were used to operationalize satisfaction with 
teammates, they tend to focus on how one interacts with others or fits in with the team. Again, 
the ability of athlete leaders to acceptably display some kind of self-relevant knowledge (i.e., 
self-awareness) seems to be related to a desirable outcome. This finding, in conjunction with that 
of the social cohesion-balanced processing relationship, suggests that athletes value self-based 
knowledge when it comes to the influence on social or peer related outcomes.  
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The findings of the current study offer multiple implications from both a theoretical and 
practical perspective. First, from a theoretical perspective the present study extended previous 
research by utilizing the ALQ (Walumbwa et al., 2008) to measure athlete leadership. Typically, 
athlete leadership has been measured using the DTLI (Callow, Smith, Hardy, Arthur, & Hardy, 
2009) and LSS (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). The use of this instrument in examining athlete 
leadership is beneficial to researchers since authentic leadership is considered the root of all 
positive forms of leadership (Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005).  
Second, the study adds to the authentic leadership literature by showing that youth sport 
athletes believe their coaches and athlete leaders use authentic leadership behaviours in sport, 
with coaches using them more frequently than athlete leaders. In addition, the use of authentic 
leadership behaviours by coaches had an overall greater impact on the outcomes of cohesion and 
athlete satisfaction than athlete leaders. This finding is in line with Gardner et al.’s (2005) theory 
which states stronger relationships between more authentic leaders (as opposed to less authentic 
leaders) and a host of outcomes including satisfaction and performance. Second, the results also 
lend support to Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, and May’s (2004) and Gardner et al.’s 
(2005) theoretical arguments that there is a positive relationship between authentic leadership 
behaviours and outcomes such as satisfaction. Third, the prevalence of the authentic leadership 
behaviour of self-awareness for coaches and athlete leaders cannot be understated. Self-
awareness has arguably been the dominant authentic leadership behaviour from an organizational 
perspective (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Avolio et al., 2004) and in previous sport research 
(Bandura & Kavussanu, 2018; Kim et al., in press). Thus, it is no surprise that self-awareness 
was the most impactful authentic leadership behaviour in the present study.  
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Third, this new categorization of ASQ items to reflect a coach focused outcome variable 
and a peer focused outcome variable adds a different method for researchers to examine the 
outcome of athlete satisfaction. Previous dichotomous examinations of athlete satisfaction have 
used task versus social, process versus outcome, and/or team versus individual approach 
(Chelladurai & Riemer, 1997). Since these new higher-order outome variables produced such 
strong internal consistencies (α = .93 for satisfaction with coaching and α = .83 for satisfaction 
with teammates), future researchers should seek to examine these two outcome variables with 
more heterogeneous samples.  
From a practical perspective, the present study offers some key implications for coach 
and athlete leadership development. First, youth sport organizations ought to include training on 
authentic leadership behaviours as it has been shown to positively impact the outcomes of 
cohesion and athlete satisfaction. The development of authentic leadership in both coaches and 
athletes is a good investment due to the fact that it is an ethically based form of positive 
leadership which has been shown to yield positive outcomes at relatively high levels of sport 
(Bandura et al., 2016; Bandura & Kavussanu, 2018; Kim et al., in press; McDowell et al., 2018). 
The implementation of an authentic leadership training program can help coaches and athletes 
align themselves with the mission and values of their sport organization while also providing 
quality outcomes for the athletes (Kim et al., in press). 
A second implication of the current study’s findings is related to the notion that any 
authentic leadership training be tailored to the source of leadership. That is, how authentic 
leadership is developed in coaches and athletes ought to be different since youth athletes are 
likely to possess less authenticity than coaches. Therefore, it would be wise to focus on 
developing the self based elements of authentic leadership for athlete leaders (i.e., self-awareness 
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and balanced processing). Not only would self based learning be a logical starting point from an 
authenticity perspective (Gardner et al., 2005), the results of the present study also indicate that 
athletes perceived those two authentic leadership behaviours to be the most impactful for athlete 
leaders. When considering coach development, starting with self-awareness would also be 
advised both due to the strong theoretical relationships between self-awareness and our outcomes 
of interest (Avolio et al., 2004) and sport research showing strong correlations between self-
awareness and satisfaction specifically (Bandura & Kavussanu, 2018). Based on the results of 
this study, it may be best to then address relational transparency and internalized moral 
perspective, opposed to balanced processing for coach development.  
A third implication is that sport organizations should be aware that athletes are a unique 
source of leadership within the sporting context (Loughead & Hardy, 2005). Unfortunately, 
reviews of some national and provincial sport organization websites show that much of the 
“athlete development” material is based on enhancing athletic skill (Hockey Canada, n.d.; Minor 
Hockey Alliance of Ontario, n.d.; Ontario Volleyball Association, n.d.; Volleyball Canada, n.d.). 
This focus leaves out a large area of development opportunity for youth athletes. The concept of 
positive youth development (PYD) offers an intriguing way to help fill this void. Vierimaa, 
Bruner, and Côté (2018) describe PYD as a strength-based approach to developing youth and 
noted that the stronger PYD programs have included such opportunities as leadership 
development and developing life skills. Authentic leadership training for youth athletes could 
offer a new pathway for sport organizations to explore and enhance the positive development of 
their participants both on and off their respective surfaces of play. Research on the connection 
between PYD and authentic leadership could help inform how to best address these 
underdeveloped opportunities.    
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Though this study offers many promising results for advancing authentic leadership 
research in sport, it is not without limitations. The first limitation is the cross-sectional design of 
the study. We cannot infer causation from such a design, so we can only claim correlation 
between our findings. Future researchers should seek to conduct a longitudinal design which 
measures athletes’ perceptions of head coach and athlete leader authentic leadership, cohesion, 
and athlete satisfaction at multiple time points in the season (i.e., early and late season) in order 
to infer causation. This type of study could be particularly fruitful if paired with a leadership 
development program for coaches and/or athlete leaders. Second, there were concerns with the 
data collection in relation to the maturity level of the participants. Specifically, some participants 
voiced hyper-critical comments of their athlete leaders which could have impacted responses. 
These included comments like “I’m going to rate you so poorly,” or “Oh yea (athlete name), 
you’re terrible at that.” Though it is my opinion that most of those comments were playful in 
nature, they certainly could have influenced other team members’ responses. Future research 
could mitigate this limitation by using more private spaces for participants to complete the 
survey such as an online environment.  
Overall, to my knowledge, this study was the first to use the ALQ (Walumbwa et al., 
2008) to measure athlete leadership and the first to measure youth athlete perceptions of 
coaching leadership. The results indicated that coaches and athlete leaders differed in the 
frequency of use of authentic leadership behaviours, and both coaches and athlete leaders use of 
authentic leadership behaviours were positively related to the outcomes of cohesion and athlete 
satisfaction. Researchers should continue to investigate the usage of authentic leadership 
behaviours in youth sports. Sport organizations at all level can use this information to help guide 
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the development of their coaches and athlete leaders to provide a positive environment within 
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 Descriptive Statistics 
Note. Skewness and Kurtosis values in parentheses represent the normalized values. The first value displayed represents the untransformed values. Mean and SD 








Variable  Mean SD α Skewness  Kurtosis  
Authentic Leadership  - - - - - - - 
     HC Relational Transparency 3.23 0.51 .59 -1.51  (-0.71) 4.03  (0.34) 
     HC Internalized Moral Perspective 3.28 0.60 .72 -1.24  (-0.57) 2.22  (-0.22) 
     HC Balanced Processing 3.21 0.85 .74 -1.35  (-0.58) 1.57  (-0.41) 
     HC Self-Awareness 3.16 0.74 .81 -1.16  (-0.48) 1.45  (-0.67) 
     AL Relational Transparency 3.04 0.60 .70 -0.84  (-0.13) 1.43  (-0.42) 
     AL Internalized Moral Perspective 2.96 0.76 .84 -1.16  (-0.18) 2.13  (-0.52) 
     AL Balanced Processing 2.70 0.83 .75 -0.60  (0.18) 0.26  (-0.86) 
     AL Self-Awareness 2.91 0.74 .74 -1.07  (-0.13) 1.81  (-0.48) 
Cohesion - - - - - - - 
      Task Cohesion 7.13 1.37 .89 -1.16  (-0.59) 1.30  (-0.11) 
      Social Cohesion  7.25 1.69 .92 -1.40  (-0.88) 1.38  (-0.17) 
Satisfaction - - - - - - - 
      Coach Related Satisfaction 5.57 1.14 .93 -1.32  (-0.79) 1.34  (0.02) 





Bivariate Correlation Table 
 
 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. HC RT 
  
- 
           
2. HC IMP 
  
.69** - 
          
3. HC BP 
  
.61** .60** - 
         
4. HC SA 
  
.67** .68** .65** - 
        
5. AL RT 
  
.24** .22* .11 .12 - 
       
6. AL IMP 
  
.23* .39** .26** .16 .57** - 
      
7. AL BP 
  
.14 .17 .28** .14 .59** .50** - 
     
8. AL SA 
  
.13 .23* .17 .25** .59** .53** .68** - 
    
9. Task 
  
.58** .60** .55** .62** .24** .21* .26** .29** - 
   
10. Social 
  








.38** .44** .37** .44** .42** .36** .44** .47** .70** .27** .70** - 
Note. HC= Head coach. AL= Athlete leader. RT, IMP, BP, and SA refer to the four dimensions of authentic leadership. Task= Task cohesion. Social= Social 







95% Confidence Interval T-Test Results for Authentic Leadership Behaviours 
 





.24 .08 .41 2.93 p = .004 .25 .699 
Relational 
Transparency 




































Note. The positive values of the M, CIs, and t indicate that the first variable was greater across all comparisons. The head coach variables were entered first in 





Head Coach Authentic Leadership on Task Cohesion  
 
Variable  B Lower CI Upper CI SE B β 𝑅2 Δ𝑅2 
Step 1        
   Constant 27.49** 20.20 34.78 3.68 - 0.315 0.315** 
   HC SA 2.39** 1.75 3.04 0.33 0.56 - - 
Step 2        
    Constant 16.41** 6.76 26.06 4.87 - 0.374 0.059** 
    HC SA 1.54** 0.73 2.34 0.41 0.36 - - 
    HC RT 1.88** 0.75 3.00 0.57 0.32 - - 
Step 3        
    Constant 13.75* 3.89 23.61 4.98 - 0.396 0.022* 
    HC SA 1.18* 0.31 2.04 0.44 0.28 - - 
    HC RT 1.38* 0.18 2.59 0.61 0.23 - - 
    HC IMP 1.05* 0.04 2.07 0.51 0.21 - - 
Step 4            
    Constant 13.43* 3.66 23.21 4.93 - 0.413 0.017 
    HC SA 0.91 -0.003 1.82 0.46 0.21 - - 
    HC RT 1.19 -0.02 2.41 0.61 0.20 - - 
    HC IMP 0.86 -0.17 1.88 0.52 0.17 - - 
    HC BP 0.67 -0.07 1.41 0.37 0.18 - - 
Note. **p < .001, *p < .05. 95% confidence interval. HC= Head Coach. SA, RT, IMP, and BP refer to the four 





























Table 5  
 
Athlete Leader Authentic Leadership on Task Cohesion  
 
Variable  B Lower CI Upper CI SE B β 𝑅2 Δ𝑅2 
Step 1        
   Constant 38.59** 30.90 46.28 3.89 - 0.116** 0.116** 
   AL SA 1.55** 0.77 2.34 0.40 0.34 - - 
Step 2        
    Constant 36.42** 26.95 45.90 4.79 - 0.121 0.005 
    AL SA 1.34* 0.38 2.30 0.48 0.29 - - 
    AL RT 0.428 -0.66 1.52 0.55 0.08 - - 
Step 3        
    Constant 35.55** 25.79 45.30 4.92 - 0.126 0.005 
    AL SA 1.21* 0.20 2.22 0.51 0.27 - - 
    AL RT 0.27 -0.89 1.44 0.59 0.05 - - 
    AL IMP 0.38 -0.59 1.34 0.49 0.09 - - 
Step 4            
    Constant 35.80** 25.99 45.60 4.95 - 0.129 0.004 
    AL SA 1.02 -0.13 2.17 0.58 0.23 - - 
    AL RT 0.15 -1.07 1.37 0.62 0.03 - - 
    AL IMP 0.35 -0.62 1.32 0.49 0.08 - - 
    AL BP 0.36 -0.68 1.41 0.53 0.09 - - 
Note. **p < .001, *p < .05. 95% confidence interval. AL= Athlete leader. SA, RT, IMP, and BP refer to the four 































Head Coach Authentic Leadership on Social Cohesion 
  
Variable  B Lower CI Upper CI SE B β 𝑅2 Δ𝑅2 
Step 1        
   Constant 51.11** 40.68 61.55 5.27 - 0.007 0.007 
   HC SA 0.41 -0.52 1.33 0.47 0.08 - - 
Step 2        
    Constant 46.60** 32.20 61.00 7.27 - 0.013 0.007 
    HC SA 0.06 -1.14 1.26 0.61 0.01 - - 
    AL RT 0.76 -0.91 2.44 0.85 0.11 - - 
Step 3        
    Constant 44.41** 29.51 59.31 7.5 - 0.024 0.011 
    HC SA -0.24 -1.55 1.07 0.66 -0.05 - - 
    HC RT 0.36 -1.46 2.18 0.92 0.05 - - 
    HC IMP 0.87 -0.67 2.40 0.77 0.15 - - 
Step 4            
    Constant 44.22** 29.27 59.16 7.54 - 0.028 0.004 
    HC SA -0.40 -1.79 0.99 0.70 -0.08 - - 
    HC RT 0.24 -1.61 2.10 0.94 0.03 - - 
    HC IMP 0.75 -0.82 2.32 0.79 0.13 - - 
    HC BP 0.41 -0.72 1.54 0.57 0.09 - - 
Note. **p < .001, *p < .05. 95% confidence interval. HC= Head Coach. SA, RT, IMP, and BP refer to the four 































Athlete Leader Authentic Leadership on Social Cohesion  
 
Variable  B Lower CI Upper CI SE B β 𝑅2 Δ𝑅2 
Step 1        
   Constant 49.06** 39.41 58.71 4.87 - 0.017 0.017 
   AL SA 0.70 -0.28 1.69 0.50 0.13 - - 
Step 2        
    Constant 46.61** 34.72 58.50 6.00 - 0.021 0.004 
    AL SA 0.46 -0.74 1.66 0.61 0.09 - - 
    AL RT 0.49 -0.88 1.85 0.69 0.08 - - 
Step 3        
    Constant 44.64** 32.47 56.81 6.14 - 0.037 0.016 
    AL SA 0.17 -1.09 1.44 0.64 0.03 - - 
    AL RT 0.14 -1.31 1.59 0.73 0.02 - - 
    AL IMP 0.85 -0.35 2.05 0.61 0.16 - - 
Step 4            
    Constant 45.74** 33.80 57.67 6.03 - 0.087* 0.050* 
    AL SA -0.65 -2.05 0.75 0.71 -0.12 - - 
    AL RT -0.41 -1.90 1.07 0.75 -0.07 - - 
    AL IMP 0.73 -0.45 1.91 0.60 0.14 - - 
    AL BP 1.60* 0.33 2.87 0.64 0.32 - - 
Note. **p < .001, *p < .05. 95% confidence interval. AL= Athlete leader. SA, RT, IMP, and BP refer to the four 








Head Coach Authentic Leadership on Athlete Satisfaction with the Coach 
 
Variable  B Lower CI Upper CI SE B β 𝑅2 Δ𝑅2 
Step 1        
   Constant 16.17** 11.59 20.76 2.31 - 0.325** 0.325** 
   HC SA 1.54** 1.13 1.95 0.21 0.57 - - 
Step 2        
    Constant 10.45** 4.29 16.61 3.11 - 0.353* 0.039* 
    HC SA 1.10** 0.58 1.61 0.26 0.41 - - 
    HC RT 0.97* 0.25 1.69 0.36 0.26 - - 
Step 3        
    Constant 8.40* 2.16 14.64 3.15 - 0.381* 0.033* 
    HC SA 0.82* 0.27 1.37 0.28 0.30 - - 
    HC RT 0.59 -0.17 1.36 0.39 0.16 - - 
    HC IMP 0.81* 0.17 1.45 0.32 0.26 - - 
Step 4            
    Constant 8.25* 2.03 14.46 3.14 - 0.386 0.010 
    HC SA 0.69* 0.11 1.26 0.29 0.25 - - 
    HC RT 0.50 -0.28 1.27 0.39 0.13 - - 
    HC IMP 0.71* 0.56 1.36 0.33 0.23 - - 
    HC BP 0.33 -0.14 0.80 0.24 0.14 - - 
Note. **p < .001, *p < .05. 95% confidence interval. HC= Head Coach. SA, RT, IMP, and BP refer to the four 
































Athlete Leader Authentic Leadership on Athlete Satisfaction with Teammates 
 
Variable  B Lower CI Upper CI SE B β 𝑅2 Δ𝑅2 
Step 1        
   Constant 20.30** 16.66 23.95 1.84 - 0.272** 0.272** 
   AL SA 1.24** 0.87 1.61 0.19 0.52 - - 
Step 2        
    Constant 17.83** 13.40 22.26 2.24 - 0.294 0.022 
    AL SA 0.99** 0.54 1.44 0.23 0.42 - - 
    AL RT 0.49 -0.02 1.00 0.26 0.18 - - 
Step 3        
    Constant 17.19** 12.64 21.73 2.29 - 0.303 0.009 
    AL SA 0.90** 0.43 1.37 0.24 0.38 - - 
    AL RT 0.38 -0.17 0.92 0.27 0.14 - - 
    AL IMP 0.28 -0.17 0.73 0.23 0.12 - - 
Step 4            
    Constant 17.38** 12.84 21.93 2.30 - 0.311 0.008 
    AL SA 0.75* 0.22 1.28 0.27 0.32 - - 
    AL RT 0.28 -0.29 0.84 0.29 0.10 - - 
    AL IMP 0.26 -0.19 0.70 0.23 0.11 - - 
    AL BP 0.29 -0.20 0.77 0.24 0.13 - - 
Note. **p < .001, *p < .05. 95% confidence interval. AL= Athlete leader. SA, RT, IMP, and BP refer to the four 



























REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of the thesis is twofold. The first purpose is to determine if youth sport 
athltes perceive their  coaches and athlete leaders to differ in their use of authentic leadership 
behaviours. The second purpose is to examine the relationship between authentic leadership 
behaviours as exhibited by coaches and athlete leaders in relation to the outcomes of cohesion 
and athlete satisfaction. Therefore, the literature review will examine the following four broad 
areas: (a) authentic leadership, (b) sport leadership, (c) cohesion, and (d) athlete satisfaction.  
Authentic Leadership 
 This section of the literature review will provide the reader with a comprehensive 
background to the construct of authentic leadership. First, a definition of authentic leadership 
will be provided. Second, a review of theory and a conceptual model will be presented. Third, 
questionnaires used to assess authentic leadership will be reviewed. Finally, recent empirical 
research on authentic leadership will be discussed. 
Authentic Leadership Defined  
 The earliest definition of authentic leadership was advanced by Henderson and Hoy 
(1982), who defined it as “the extent to which subordinates perceive their leader to demonstrate 
the acceptance of organizational and personal responsibility for actions, outcomes, and mistakes; 
to be non-manipulative of subordinates; and to exhibit salience of self over role” (p. 6). 
Following the Henderson and Hoy definition, there have been a total of 11 definitions of 
authentic leadership advanced (Gardner, Cogliser, Davis, & Dickens, 2011). From these 11 
definitions, one has emerged as the most widely used in the research literature.  In particular, 
Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, and Peterson (2008) defined authentic leadership as a 
“pattern of leader behavior that draws upon and promotes both positive psychological capacities 
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and a positive ethical climate, to foster self-awareness, an internalized moral perspective, 
balanced processing of information, and relational transparency on the part of leaders working 
with followers, fostering positive self-development” (p. 94). This encompasses factors related to 
the self and moral/values guidance as well as positive psychological capacities.      
Authentic Leadership Theory and Models 
 An often-cited quote in authentic leadership literature comes from Harter (2005) who 
referenced a Greek philosophical saying of to thine own self be true. Indeed, a major aspect of 
authentic leadership is salience of the self. Bass and Steidlmeire (1999) suggested that the truest 
form of transformational leadership was in the form of the leader being authentic as opposed to 
inauthentic or pseudo-transformational. The key distinction between an authentic 
transformational leader and an inauthentic leader/pseudo-transformational leader is that the 
former is genuinely concerned about his/her followers as it pertains to their relationship and not 
just using them as a means to an end (Bhindi & Duignan, 1997). Further, after numerous 
breaches of ethics in business, researchers discriminated between authentic leadership and 
transformational leadership by noting that the former is “the root concept underlying all positive 
approaches to leadership and its development” (May, Chan, Hodges, & Avolio, 2003, p. 248). It 
was important to understand this distinction as it allowed researchers to focus in on authentic 
leadership as a related but mutually exclusive concept from other forms of positive leadership, 
such as transformational leadership.  
 Kernis (2003) is credited with providing some of the foundational assumptions 
underpinning the construct of authentic leadership. Specifically, Kernis’ contribution is related to 
the advancement of four elements of authenticity that would eventually be applied to authentic 
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leadership theory. The following paragraph will present an overview of Kernis’ (2003) four 
elements of authenticity. 
The first element from Kernis (2003) is awareness, which describes “having awareness 
of and trust in one’s motives, feelings, desires, and self-relevant cognitions” (p.13). This sense of 
self-awareness focuses on the recognition of one’s own thoughts and feelings. The second 
element, unbiased processing of self-relevant information is described as “not denying, 
distorting, exaggerating, or ignoring private knowledge, internal experiences, and externally 
based evaluative information” (p.14). The basis of unbiased processing is to ensure that the 
leader can take into account pertinent information at face value and not be concerned with it 
challenging his/her beliefs, but rather as an opportunity for learning and growth. The third 
element, action, refers to “acting in accord with one’s values, preferences, and needs as opposed 
to acting merely to please others or to attain rewards or avoid punishments through acting 
‘falsely’” (p. 14). The fourth element, relational orientation, “involves valuing and achieving 
openness and truthfulness in one’s close relationships” (p. 15). This final element focuses on the 
importance of not only having self-awareness, but also to allow oneself to be honest in their 
interactions with others. Together these four elements comprised Kernis’ (2003) 
conceptualization of authenticity and provided the foundation for authentic leadership. 
 In addition to Kernis (2003), two other theories have influenced the current 
conceptualization of authentic leadership. Ilies, Morgeson, and Nahrgang (2005) proposed a 
slightly different four component conceptualization of authentic leadership than Kernis (2003) as 
their focus was on well-being. Ilies et al.’s (2005) four components of authentic leadership are: 
self-awareness, unbiased processing, authentic behaviour/acting, and authentic relational 
orientation. Although the four dimensions are similar to Kernis, Ilies et al.’s unique contribution 
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was that authenticity was applied to leadership and acknowledged the situational influences 
impacting the authentic leadership process. Similarly, in their development of a self-based model 
of authentic leadership, Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, and Walumbwa (2005) suggested that 
self-awareness and self-regulation were the two key components of developing an “authentic 
relationship”. In their conceptualization, self-awareness was composed of values, identity, 
emotions and motive/goals, while self-regulation was comprised of internalized, balanced 
processing, relational transparency, and authentic behaviour.  
 In an attempt to unify the various authentic leadership models (i.e., Gardner et al., 2005; 
Ilies et al., 2005; Kernis, 2003), Walumbwa et al. (2008) advanced a four-dimension authentic 
leadership model where “internalized regulation process” and “authentic behaviour” were 
combined into internalized moral perspective. These two concepts were combined because of 
their conceptual equivalence, which Walumbwa et al. (2008) determined from a self-
determination theory perspective. Specifically, internalized moral perspective is described as “an 
internalized and integrated form of self-regulation” (Walumbwa et al., 2008, p. 95). Taken 
together, this model highlights the four dimensions of authentic leadership (i.e., self-awareness, 
balanced processing of information, internalized moral perspective, and relational transparency) 
as the behaviours that comprise the construct of authentic leadership. 
Measuring Authentic Leadership  
The most widely used measure of authentic leadership is the Authentic Leadership 
Questionnaire (ALQ; Walumbwa et al., 2008). A total of three studies, published together as one 
comprehensive article, were conducted to develop the ALQ. The first study identified the 
dimensions of authentic leadership (i.e., Self-awareness, Balanced processing, Relational 
transparency, and Internalized moral perspective). After a review of literature as well as 
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interviews with graduate students who were asked to describe people they considered authentic 
leaders, 35 items were generated. These items were then cross-referenced with literature from 
ethical and transformational leadership as they are theoretically similar constructs. Based on that 
review, 13 items were removed for lack of fit. After further content validity assessment by 
faculty and graduate students, 16 items were selected.  The resulting questionnaire had the 
following item breakdown: Self-awareness (4 items), Relational transparency (5 items), 
Internalized moral perspective (4 items), and Balanced processing (3 items). Using a sample of 
American (n = 224) and Chinese (n = 212) adults, participants completed the newly developed 
16-item inventory. Their responses were used to perform a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), 
and three different models were tested for each sample. The first model loaded all 16 items 
directly onto one authentic leadership factor. The second model loaded each item onto its 
corresponding dimension and allowed for the dimensions to covary with each other. The third 
model was a second-order factor model in which each dimension (comprised of its 
corresponding items) was loaded onto authentic leadership as a latent variable. The results 
indicated that a second-order factor model (i.e., the third model) showed the best fit in the 
American sample (𝑥2= 234.70; df= 98; CFI= 0.97; RMSEA= 0.05). Cronbach alphas for each 
dimension were as follows:  self-awareness: .92; relational transparency: .87; internalized moral 
perspective: .76; and balanced processing of information: .81. The Chinese sample also provided 
good fit (𝑥2= 176.03; df= 98; CFI= 0.96; RMSEA= 0.06) and the alphas for each dimension 
were also acceptable: self-awareness: .79; relational transparency: .72; internalized moral 
perspective: .73; and balanced processing of information: .76. These two samples were run 
independently of each other.  
51 
 
 The purpose of the second study was to examine the predictive and discriminant validity 
of the ALQ by comparing it to ethical and transformational leadership as well as theorized 
outcomes of organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB), organizational commitment, and 
satisfaction with supervisor. According to Carron, Widmeyer, and Brawley (1998), “predictive 
validity is considered to be present if a construct is empirically tied to some theoretically related 
variable” (p. 219). In this case, Walumbwa et al. (2008) tested the predictive validity of the ALQ 
in relation to the theoretically related outcome variables of follower job satisfaction, OCB, and 
organizational commitment. These outcomes were chosen as they are also associated with ethical 
and transformational leadership. In contrast, discriminant validity provides evidence that 
authentic leadership, specifically the ALQ, is distinct from the theoretically related constructs of 
ethical and transformational leadership. The first sample used in the validity studies examined 
the ALQ and a measure of ethical leadership (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005). That sample 
(n = 178) comprised MBA students who were also currently employed full time. The second 
sample (n = 236) measured the same variables except transformational leadership (via the MLQ-
5X) was targeted instead of ethical leadership.  
In order to assess the predictive validity of the ALQ, two separate analyses were 
conducted comparing the ALQ and the three outcome variables. The first analysis controlled for 
ethical leadership and derived the following beta values: OCB (β = .30), commitment (β= .28), 
and satisfaction (β= .26). The second analysis controlled for transformational leadership and 
derived the following beta values: OCB (β = .29), commitment (β = .34), and satisfaction (β = 
.33). All the six above beta values were significant at p < .01. For discriminant validity, two 
models were created (unconstrained and constrained) for both ethical and transformational 
leadership. According to Venkatraman (1989), discriminant validity is achieved if the 
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unconstrained correlation has a significantly lower 𝑥2 value. For ethical leadership the following 
𝑥2 values were derived: unconstrained model 𝑥2(298)= 629.77 and constrained model 𝑥2(299)= 
685.46. The Δ𝑥2 for the ethical leadership model comparison proved to be significant at 
Δ𝑥2=55.69, p < .01.  For transformational leadership: unconstrained model 𝑥2(458)= 1107.02 
and constrained 𝑥2(459) = 1131.51. The Δ𝑥2 for the transformational leadership model 
comparison was also significant at Δ𝑥2 = 24 p < .01. Taken together, these results provided 
support for the predictive and discriminant validity of the ALQ when comparing it to measures 
of ethical and transformational leadership.  
 The purpose of the third study was to examine the relationship between authentic 
leadership and the theorized outcomes of self-rated follower job satisfaction and job performance 
(as rated by their supervisor) while controlling for organizational climate. The participants were 
all employees of 11 different U.S. multinational corporations housed in Kenya, Africa. Using 
responses from front line employees (n = 478), the researchers measured their perception of 
authentic leadership (via the ALQ) as well as their perception of job satisfaction. Next, the 
managers (n = 104) rated the employee performance. Walumbwa et al. (2008) used SEM to 
create a model to test those hypothesized relationships and performed a CFA on the model. The 
CFA showed very good fit indices of:  χ2(85, N = 478) = 1265.19, p < .01 (df = 581, χ2/df = 
2.18; CFI = .97, RMSEA = .05). Their model revealed statistically significant coefficient values 
for the relationships between authentic leadership and employee satisfaction (β = .19, p < .05) 
and authentic leadership and supervisor rated performance ((β = .44, p < .01). Overall, the results 
of the three studies demonstrated a valid and reliable instrument as it produced similar and 
acceptable results across three different countries. The final section of authentic leadership will 
detail empirical research in the area. 
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Authentic Leadership Empirical Research     
 While there is not a large amount of empirical research in the area of authentic 
leadership, most of the research conducted has been in the business setting. More recently, four 
studies have also examined authentic leadership in sport. It is important to note that researchers 
have chosen to examine authentic leadership as both an antecedent and a mediator/moderator of 
outcomes. The studies examined below represent some of the diverse interests of authentic 
leadership research in business. With the exception of one (Kim, Kim, & Lee, in press), all of the 
studies assessed for this literature review used the ALQ (Walumbwa et al., 2008) as the measure 
of authentic leadership. When considering the business/retail domain, two studies examined the 
relationship between authentic leadership and positive psychological capital. Positive 
psychological capital is composite measure composed of hope, resiliency, self-efficacy, and 
optimism (Luthans, Luthans, & Luthans, 2004). In their study of 89 retail employees, Clapp-
Smith, Vogelgesang, and Avey (2009) examined whether trust mediated the relationship between 
the antecedents of authentic leadership and psychological capital and the outcome of job 
performance, operationalized as sales. They found that trust mediated the relationship between 
authentic leadership and the outcome of increased sales, as well as mediated the relationship 
between psychological capital and sales.  
 Woolley, Caza, and Levy (2011) used a sample of 828 working adults to test a direct and 
indirect relationship between authentic leadership and follower positive psychological capital. 
Woolley et al. (2011) found that there was a positive relationship between authentic leadership 
and follower positive psychological capital for the female participants. For male participants, the 
relationship between authentic leadership and positive psychological capital was mediated by 
work climate. The authors speculated that this discrepancy could have been due to gender insofar 
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as differences in values between the male and female participants. That is, there are differences 
between how traditional masculine and feminine values influence males and females in their 
perceptions of authentic leadership and psychological capital.  
 Research has also examined the relationship between authentic leadership and individual 
and group outcomes. Leroy, Palanski, and Simons (2012) hypothesized that authentic leadership 
would be an antecedent to followers’ perceptions of leader behavioural integrity. They surveyed 
employees’ perceptions of managerial authentic leadership and behavioural integrity as well as 
management evaluation of employee organizational commitment. Authentic leadership was 
positively related to followers’ perceptions of leader behavioural integrity as well as 
organizational commitment. In fact, the authors noted that the authentic leadership behaviours 
displayed by the leaders fostered trusting relationships with the employees. That trust 
subsequently positively impacted employees’ commitment to the organization. 
 Recently, researchers have begun to examine authentic leadership in the sport setting. 
Two studies have been conducted with National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) 
athletes (McDowell, Huang, & Caza, 2018; Kim et al., in press), and two studies have been 
conducted in the British Universities and Colleges Sport (BUCS) league athletes (Bandura & 
Kavussanu, 2018; Bandura, Kavussanu, & Ong, 2019). In their study of NCAA Division 1 
basketball coaches, McDowell et al (2018) tested the relationship amongst authentic leadership, 
positive psychological capital, task engagement, and team climate. In their regression analyses, a 
significant relationship between authentic leadership and psychological capital that was 
moderated by team climate was found. Kim et al (in press) surveyed athletes across Division I 
and II to examine the relationship between head coach authentic leadership behaviours and 
athlete well-being and performance satisfaction. Specifically, they used a modified version of the 
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Authentic Leadership Inventory (ALI; Kim, Kim, & Reid, 2017) to measure head coach 
authentic leadership behaviours and found that the latent authentic leadership variable was 
positively related to the outcome of athlete performance satisfaction (r = .51, p < .001).  
 Bandura and Kavussanu (2018) examined the relationship between athlete rated head 
coach authentic leadership behaviours and the outcomes of commitment and enjoyment with 
team and individual sport athletes. Although positive relationships for each of the four 
dimensions of authentic leadership were found connecting them to commitment and enjoyment, 
the strongest model fit was with the latent authentic leadership variable (r = .21, p < .01, r = .36, 
p < .01, respectively). In this study, the authors noted that enjoyment and satisfaction were two 
similar positive psychological states. Finally, in their study of 336 team sport athletes competing 
in BUCS, Bandura et al. (2019) examined the relationship between athlete-rated head coach 
authentic leadership behaviours and task cohesion. They found a positive relationship between 
the latent authentic leadership variable and task cohesion (r = .43, p < .01).  
Sport Leadership 
This section of the literature review will examine two sources of leadership in team 
sports: coaches and athlete leaders. First, the definitions of leadership, shared leadership, and 
athlete leadership will be presented. Second, an overview of two models of leadership that have 
been used in sport will be reviewed. Finally, a review of inventories used to assess leadership in 
sport will be discussed.   
Leadership Defined  
Northouse (2018) defined leadership as “a process whereby an individual influences a 
group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p. 43). From this definition four important 
characteristics should be highlighted. First, leadership is a process. This means that leadership is 
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not a characteristic or trait but rather an interaction that occurs between individuals. Second, 
leadership involves influence on others. Without influencing others, leadership would not exist. 
Third, leadership occurs in a group context. In other words, leadership involves influencing 
others who have a common goal. Finally, leadership is a process that is concerned with achieving 
common goals. That is, leaders direct their focus towards individuals who are attempting to 
achieve an objective together.  
Researchers have also expanded on the notion that leadership is a shared process (Pearce 
& Conger, 2003). As such, shared leadership is defined as “lateral influence among peers rather 
than simply relying on vertical, downward influence by an appointed leader” (Cox, Pearce, & 
Perry, 2003, p. 48). This definition purports that individuals at the same hierarchical level can 
exert influence and ultimately leadership on each other. In the sport context, historically coaches 
are frequently viewed the leaders of their respective teams (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1998). 
Recently, more attention has been given to athlete leaders as a source of shared leadership. As 
such, Loughead, Hardy, and Eys (2006) noted that there was a need to clearly define the concept 
of athlete leadership in order to help guide researchers. Influenced by Northouse, Loughead et al. 
defined athlete leadership as “an athlete occupying a formal or informal role who influences a 
group of team members towards the achievement of a common goal” (Loughead et al., 2006, 
p.144). Having formal and informal athlete leaders embedded in the definition highlights the 
shared leadership nature of athlete leadership. In fact, numerous researchers have shown that 
athletes serving in leadership roles is widespread within teams (e.g., Crozier, Loughead, & 
Munroe-Chandler, 2013; Duguay, Loughead, & Cook, 2019; Loughead et al., 2006)  
Leadership Models Used to Study Sport 
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In sport, one of the most used models to examine coaching and athlete leadership is 
Chelladurai’s (1978; 2007) Multidimensional Model of Leadership (MML; see Figure 1). It is a 
linear model which comprises  antecedents, throughputs, and outcomes. The antecedents in the 
MML directly influence the throughputs (operationalized as leader behaviours). The antecedents 
are divided into three categories which consist of leader, member, and situational characteristics. 
Leader characteristics refer to trait and personality characteristics of the leader such as age, 
expertise, gender, and experience. Member characteristics include attributes such as gender, age, 
personality, and ability. Lastly, situational characteristics are those factors that influence the 
environment such as social norms, group goals, task type, and makeup of the group.  
The throughputs contained in the MML are operationalized as the leader behaviours that 
include required, preferred, and actual leader behaviours. The required leader behaviours 
encompass those that are required in a certain situation and are directly influenced by the 
antecedents of situational and member characteristics. Preferred leader behaviours are the actions 
that the athletes prefer to see from their leaders. That is, these are leader behaviours which 
involve group members preference for instruction, guidance, feedback, and social support. The 
actual behaviour is influenced by the antecedents as well as required and preferred behaviours in 
order to determine how the leader will eventually act. In turn, it is hypothesized that the leader 
behaviour displayed will impact certain outcomes such as performance and athlete satisfaction.  
A second model of leadership that has been used in sport is the Full Range Model of 
Leadership (FRML; Avolio, 1999; see Figure 2). This model encompasses a variety of leadership 
behaviours that range from ineffective to effective. The least effective form of leadership is 
laissez-faire which is described as a lack or absence of leadership. Here, leaders are not actively 
engaged with their followers. The next component of the model is known as transactional 
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leadership and focuses on the exchanges that occurs between leaders and followers (Bass, 1985). 
It is viewed as a more active and effective form of leadership (compared to laissez-faire). The 
exchanges allow leaders to fulfill their performance objectives, complete required tasks, motivate 
followers through contractual agreement, direct behaviour of followers toward the achievement 
of common objectives. The behaviours that constitute transactional leadership include 
management-by-exception (in which the leader only corrects mistakes after they happen) and 
contingent reward (in which there is an exchange of some kind of value from the leader when the 
follower satisfactorily completes a task). Lastly, the most active and effective form of leadership 
in the model is transformational leadership. Transformational leadership is characterized as an 
individual who articulates a vision of the future that can be shared with peers and followers, 
intellectually stimulates followers, and pays attention to differences amongst individuals (Bass, 
1985). Avolio (1999) operationalized transformational leadership as being composed of the 4 I’s: 
idealized influence, individual consideration, inspirational motivation, and intellectual 
stimulation. Avolio (1999) argued that effective leaders will use both transactional and 
transformational leadership behaviours with their followers. For instance, early in the leader-
follower relationship, transactional leadership can be effective in establishing trust. This is 
accomplished by both parties holding up their end of the exchange (i.e., task completion by the 
follower and reward by the leader). Consequently, trust is built, and the leader can continue to 
influence the follower and eventually utilize transformational leadership behaviours where the 
help transform the follower into an eventual leader (Avolio, 1999).     
Measures of Sport Leadership  
To measure leadership behaviours in sport, two of the more common inventories used 
have been the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) and the 
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Differentiated Transformational Leadership Inventory (DTLI; Callow, Smith, Hardy, Arthur, & 
Hardy, 2009). First, the LSS was developed after Chelladurai’s (1978) original conceptualization 
of the MML as a means to measure leader behaviours contained in the model. The LSS is a 40-
item questionnaire that assesses five leadership behaviours (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980): training 
and instruction (13 items), democratic behaviour (nine items), autocratic behaviour (five items), 
social support (eight items), and positive feedback (five items). Training and instruction refers to 
technical and tactical instruction given to athletes in order to improve their physical performance. 
Democratic behaviour is how the leader takes others’ opinions into account when making 
decisions. Autocratic behaviour represents how the leader is independent in decision-making and 
stresses personal authority. Social support refers to the leader addressing the interpersonal needs 
of athletes, such as forming warm interpersonal relationships with others on the team. Lastly, 
positive feedback is reflected in the tendency of the leader to reinforce behaviour by recognizing 
and rewarding good performance. All items of the LSS are measured on a 5-point Likert-type 
scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Thus, higher scores reflect stronger perceptions of the 
leader behaviour.  
In their development of the LSS, Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) reported that the measure 
had acceptable reliability coefficient scores in the test-retest reliability ranging from .71 to .82. 
Furthermore, Chelladurai and Carron (1981) found support for the applicability of the LSS when 
administered in a youth sport setting. This conclusion was drawn from their analysis of the 
stability of each subscale structure. They presented the findings via univariate F ratios: training 
and instruction = .51, democratic behaviour = .39, autocratic behaviour = .26, social support = 
.47, and positive feedback = .55. All values were reported to be significant at p < .001. Further, 
Cronbach alphas were calculated for each subscale and were reported as training and instruction 
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(α = .83), democratic behaviour (α = .68), autocratic behaviour (α = .45), social support (α = .77), 
and positive feedback (α = .78). Taken together these findings indicate that the LSS is an 
acceptable measure of leadership for the youth sport setting.   
The second inventory used to measure leadership in sport is the DTLI (Callow et al., 
2009). The DTLI was created using items from two other measures of transformational 
leadership: the Multifactorial Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X; Bass & Avolio 1995) and the 
Transformational Leadership Inventory (TLI; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). 
This resulted in a 31-item inventory that measures six transformational leadership behaviours: 
individual consideration, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, fostering acceptance 
of group goals, high performance expectations, and appropriate role modeling, as well as one 
transactional leadership behaviour of contingent reward (Callow et al., 2009). The original 
version of the DTLI was developed in a military setting and was found to be reliable (Hardy, et 
al., 2010). Specifically, Hardy et al. (2010) reported the following alpha values for internal 
consistency: inspirational motivation (α = .73), appropriate role modeling (α = .70), fostering 
acceptance of group goals (α = .73), individual consideration (α = .75), high performance 
expectations (α = .78), intellectual stimulation (α = .70), and contingent reward (α = .77). In their 
adaptation of the DTLI, Callow et al. (2009) found adequate factorial validity for the measure in 
a sport setting reporting the following fit statistics from a Confirmatory Factor Analysis: 
𝑥2(278)= 499.1, RMSEA= .05, SRMR= .06, NNFI= .98, and CFI= .98. Furthermore, Callow et 
al. (2009) reported the following internal consistency values for each dimension: individual 
consideration (α = .66), inspirational motivation (α = .75), intellectual stimulation (α = .82), 
fostering acceptance of group goals (α = .73), high performance expectations (α = .86), 
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appropriate role modeling (α = .81), and contingent reward (α = .82). These findings show 
support for the validity and reliability of the DTLI in a sport setting.  
Cohesion 
This section of the literature review will examine the construct of cohesion. First, a 
definition of cohesion will be presented. Second, a conceptual model along with an inventory to 
measure cohesion in youth sport will be examined. Third, research pertaining to youth sport in 
relation to cohesion will be discussed. 
Cohesion Defined 
The most widely accepted definition of cohesion is advanced by Carron, Brawley, and 
Widmeyer (1998), which refers to this construct as “a dynamic process that is reflected in the 
tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the pursuit of its instrumental goals 
and objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs” (p. 213). This definition of 
cohesion highlights five fundamental characteristics in understanding this construct. The first 
characteristics is that cohesion is dynamic, meaning that perceptions of cohesion will likely be 
different between athletes at different times during the season. The reason is that factors which 
caused a team to unite at one moment in time may not be important at another time. For instance, 
factors affecting a team at the beginning of the season may not have a similar impact at the end 
of the season. A second characteristic is that cohesion is instrumental. A third characteristic of 
cohesion is that it contains an affective component. Regardless of the team, social relationships 
between team members will develop over time even in teams that are fairly task-oriented since 
team members will undoubtably communicate and interact with one another. The fourth 
characteristic is that cohesion is multidimensional. There are any number of reasons why a team 
may stick together such as previous success, desire to improve, or enjoyment of the social 
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dynamic. Furthermore, the task and social elements (which will be discussed in the proceeding 
section) may be more or less important to different groups (e.g., Team A is more task cohesive, 
and Team B is more socially cohesive). The fifth characteristic, recently discussed by Eys and 
Brawley (2018), indicates that cohesion is an emergent state as opposed to a group process. An 
emergent state is viewed as the properties of a team that are usually dynamic in nature and differ 
as a function of a team’s context, inputs, processes, and outcomes (Zaccaro, 2001), while 
processes refer interdependent activities directed to the pursuit of a team’s goals (Eys & 
Brawley, 2018).  
Conceptual Model of Cohesion 
In order to study the construct of cohesion, Carron, Widmeyer, and Brawley (1985) 
advanced a conceptual model of cohesion (see Figure 3). The conceptual model was developed 
based on three assumptions. First, cohesion is a group property that can be measured through an 
individual’s perception. Carron et al. (1985) argued that members of a team possess observable 
properties (e.g., roles, status, norms), experience numerous social situations within their team, 
and individually develop beliefs about their team. Thus, a team member’s belief is constructed 
based on selective processing and personal integration of team-related information that assist 
them in developing their individual perceptions of the team (Carron et al., 1998). Second, using 
the group dynamics literature, the second assumption indicates that it is important for researchers 
to distinguish between the team and the individual (Ver Bergen & Koekebakker, 1959; Zander, 
1971). Consequently, Carron et al. (1985) argued that each individual team member’s personal 
perception concerning cohesion is related to the extent that the team satisfies the needs and 
objectives of team members both personally and the team as a whole. As a result, two distinct 
categories emerged to delimit these social cognitions. The first, individual attractions to the 
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group, refers to the interaction between the motives that drives an individual to stay in the team 
(Carron et al., 1985). The second, group integration, refers team member’s perceptions 
concerning the bonding, similarity, and closeness within the group as a whole (Carron et al., 
1985). The third assumption is also based on group dynamics literature and stresses the 
importance of distinguishing between task- and social-oriented concerns of the team (Carron et 
al., 1998). Task-oriented concerns are those motives that assist the group in achieving their 
performance objectives, while social-oriented concerns are the motives related towards 
establishing and maintaining social relationship with other team members (Carron et al., 1985).  
Using these three assumptions, Carron et al. (1985) advanced a theoretically driven conceptual 
model of cohesion. The model is comprises four dimensions of cohesion: individual attractions 
to group-social (ATG-S; the degree to which an individual is attracted to the interpersonal nature 
of the team); individual attractions to group-task (ATG-T; the degree to which an individual in 
attracted to the goals and objectives of the group); group integration-social (GI-s; how an 
individual perceives the interpersonal nature of the team as a whole); group integration-task (GI-
T; how an individual perceives the team’s objectives).  
Measures of Cohesion 
Once the conceptual model of cohesion was advanced, the next step was to develop an 
inventory that measured the four dimensions of cohesion. The result was the development of the 
Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ; Carron et al., 1985). The GEQ is an 18-item inventory 
that assesses each of the four dimensions of cohesion: ATG-S (5 items); ATG-T (4 items), GI-S 
(4 items), and GI-T (5 items).  An example item for ATG-S is “Some of my best friends are on 
this team”. A representative item for ATG-T is “This team gives me enough opportunities to 
improve my personal performance”. An example item for GI-S is “Members of our team would 
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like to spend time together in the off season”. And for GI-T a sample item is “Our team is united 
in trying to reach its goals for performance”. All items are measured on a 9-point Likert scale 
anchored with the extremes of 1 (strongly disagree) and 9 (strongly agree).  
It should be noted that the GEQ was primarily developed for participants roughly 18 
years of age and older. Although it has been used in youth sport research, some studies 
questioned the validity of the GEQ with adolescent samples (Schutz, Eom, Smoll, & Smith, 
1994). Consequently, the Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire (YSEQ; Eys, Loughead, Bray, 
& Carron, 2009) was developed to address the need for a youth sport specific measure of 
cohesion. Eys et al. (2009) used the same conceptual model of cohesion (Carron et al., 1985) to 
guide the development of the YSEQ. In particular, Eys et al. used a four-phase approach that 
included (1) focus group interviews with adolescents on their perceptions of cohesion and a 
review of the extant literature, (2) based on the literature and focus group interviews, a large 
number of items were developed, (3) item analyses using principal components analysis, and (4) 
confirmatory factor analysis of the newly developed inventory. The result was an 18-item 
questionnaire which included six task cohesion items, six social cohesion items, and two 
spurious items. Eys et al. (2009) noted that in the questionnaire development process, youth 
samples did not distinguish between ATG and GI factors, only task and social factors. Therefore, 
the YSEQ is focused on measuring on the task and social factors of cohesion. A sample item 
from the social cohesion dimension is “I am going to keep in contact with my teammates after 
the season ends.” A sample item from the task cohesion dimension is “I am happy with my 
team’s level of desire to win.” The two spurious negative items were added to address concerns 
raised about response acquiescence and item wording. A sample spurious item is “I do not get 
along with the members of my team.” The authors also conducted a test of readability using the 
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Flesch-Kincaide Grade School Level test and determined the readability of the questionnaire was 
a grade 3.7 level. All items of the YSEQ are assessed on a 9-point Likert scale anchored with the 
extremes of 1 (strongly disagree) and 9 (strongly agree). A confirmatory factor analysis was 
conducted and following fit statistics were reported: 𝑥2(103) = 436.29, p <0.001; CFI = 0.903; 
SRMR = 0.068.  
Research Using the YSEQ 
Since the development of the YSEQ, there have been relatively few published studies 
using this measure compared to the GEQ. However, researchers  have examined youth sport 
cohesion in relation to correlates such as positive youth development (PYD; Bruner, Eys, 
Wilson, & Côté, 2014; Vierimaa, Bruner, & Côté, 2018), motivational climate (Eys, Jewitt, 
Evans, Wolf, Bruner, & Loughead, 2013; McLaren, Newland, Eys, & Newton, 2017), role 
ambiguity (Bosselut, McLaren, Eys, & Heuzé, 2012), and performance (Benson, Siska, Eys, 
Priklerova, & Slepicka, 2016).  
In their study of 424 high school aged team sport athletes, Bruner et al. (2014) reported 
that teams with greater perceptions of cohesion had a higher degree of PYD as measured by their 
positive and negative developmental experiences in sport. Specifically, they found that both task 
and social cohesion significantly predicted perceptions of personal and social skills (task β = .08, 
and social β = .09) and goal setting (task β = .13, and social β = .05). Further, task cohesion was 
a significant predictor of initiative (β = .15,) and decreased negative experiences (β = -.13). 
While, social cohesion was a significant predictor of cognitive skills (β = .08). In their mixed-
methods study of 67 youth recreational basketball players, Vierimaa et al. (2018) examined the 
relationship between observed playing behaviour and the 4 C’s (outcomes) of PYD: competence, 
confidence, connection, and character. Cohesion, operationalized using the YSEQ, was used to 
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assess the PYD dimension of connection. Using Pearson bivariate correlations, they found that 
task cohesion was significantly related to confidence (r = .30, p<.01), coach-athlete relationship 
quality (r = .41), and sport-related communication with coach (r = .25). They also found social 
cohesion to be related to the coach-athlete relationship (r = .27) and communication with 
teammates (r = .26).  
In their investigation of the relationship between cohesion and coach-initiated 
motivational climate in a sample of 997 high school students, Eys et al. (2013) reported that task-
oriented motivational climate was positively related to perceptions of both task and social 
cohesion (r = .45 and r = .23, respectively). In contrast, ego-oriented motivational climate was 
negatively related to task cohesion (r = -.18). In addition, the researchers found that the 
relationship between task cohesion and task-oriented motivational climate was moderated by the 
degree to which an athlete derives enjoyment from other-referenced competency. That is, 
athletes were more likely to perceive a stronger relationship between task cohesion and task-
oriented motivational climate if they evaluated their competency in terms of their own personal 
development and not by comparing themselves to other athletes. Similarly, McLaren et al. (2017) 
sampled 189 competitive youth sport athletes to investigate the relationship between cohesion 
and peer-initiated motivational climate. They conducted a two-step hierarchical regression 
analysis and found a reciprocal relationship between perceptions of cohesion and peer-initiated 
motivational climate at early season compared to mid-season. Specifically, early season task 
cohesion was found to predict mid-season task cohesion (F[1,186] = 67.22, p < .001) which 
accounted for 26% of variance, and motivational climate accounted for an additional 4% in 
variance. That is, ego-oriented motivational climate was negatively related to mid-season task 
cohesion (b = -.19 and sr= -.19). Predictions of motivational climate for task orientation showed 
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similar early to mid-season predictability (F[1,186] = 83.55, p < .001), which accounted for 31% 
of the variance between these two time points. The addition of early season perceptions of 
cohesion accounted for an additional 3% in variance. That is, task cohesion was positively 
related to task orientation (b = .24 and sr = .19). The authors reported no significant effects for 
social cohesion.  
In their examination of the relationships between cohesion and perceptions of role 
ambiguity, Bosselut et al. (2012) sampled 107 team sport athletes at the mid-season and end of 
season. They found that social cohesion had a significant impact on the differences between 
perceptions of defensive scope of responsibility and defensive role behaviour from mid-season to 
end of season. Specifically, mid to end of season scope of responsibility significantly predicted 
(F[1,105] = 67.97, p < .001) and accounted for 37% of variance. Further, social cohesion 
accounted for an additional 3% of the variance. While, mid to end of season role behaviour 
significantly predicted (F[1,105] = 37.44, p < .001) and accounted for 39% of variance. In 
contrast, social cohesion only accounted for an additional 2% of the variance. The authors 
surmised that the impact of social cohesion (in comparison to task cohesion) may be due to the 
large number of female athletes in the study.       
Finally, with their sample of 246 athletes, Benson et al. (2016) examined the reciprocal 
relationship between cohesion and performance in translated versions of the YSEQ in Czech and 
Slovak languages. Performance was measured via win-loss records and game scores. The results 
from their multilevel regression analysis found that team performance significantly predicted 






This section of the thesis literature review will examine the construct of athlete 
satisfaction. First a definition of athlete satisfaction will be presented. Next, a review of a 
measure of athlete satisfaction will be examined. Finally, empirical research on athlete 
satisfaction will be discussed. 
Athlete Satisfaction Defined 
As noted by Chelladurai and Riemer (1997), athletes spend the majority of their time 
training or practicing compared to competing. As a result, Chelladurai and Riemer contend that 
in order to capture the athletic experience, more than just performance (e.g., win-loss record) 
must be taken into account when evaluating an athlete’s satisfaction with their athletic 
experience. As previously discussed in this literature review, Authentic Leadership (Walumbwa 
et al., 2008) and the MML (Chelladurai, 2007) hypothesize that satisfaction is an important 
construct. As Daniel (1983) argues satisfaction is vital because goal achievement and the 
satisfying of needs within organizations is an implicit and explicit goal of society. Given the 
importance of satisfaction in organizational contexts, Chelladurai and Riemer (1997) defined 
athlete satisfaction as “a positive affective state resulting from a complex evaluation of the 
structures, processes, and outcomes associated with the athletic experience” (p. 135). In other 
words, this definition refers to how the athlete perceives their athletic experience based on key 
evaluation criteria. It is also important to note that the above definition implies that each 
individual athlete has a unique perspective on what is satisfying to them about their athletic 
experience. Though objective evaluation criteria may be the same, the subjective reactions and/or 




Measuring Athlete Satisfaction  
In their development of an athlete satisfaction inventory, Chelladurai and Riemer (1997) 
made three fundamental assumptions. The first assumption was that an athlete satisfaction 
inventory should contain elements related to (a) outcomes (e.g., winning, goal attainment) and 
(b) the processes associated with those outcomes (e.g., quality of the interaction between athlete 
and coach). The second assumption was that athletes have perceptions concerning satisfaction 
that are individual in scope and team-based. The third assumption was that an athlete’s 
satisfaction could be examined from both task- and socially-related perspective. Taken together, 
these three assumptions underscore not only the complex nature of athlete satisfaction but also 
the tenets to which the authors utilized to develop their inventory.  
Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) developed the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ) 
as a multidimensional measure of athlete satisfaction. At the time, the typical approach to 
measuring satisfaction was the use of single item measures to assess one or more facets of athlete 
satisfaction. This approach is problematic because it is impossible to estimate the reliability of 
the instrument and measures global satisfaction without concern for the construct’s 
multidimensionality (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). Therefore, using the three assumptions noted 
in the preceding paragraph, Riemer and Chelladurai advanced a multidimensional inventory 
comprised of 15 dimensions assessed by 56 items. The dimensions of athlete satisfaction are: 
individual performance (three items; I am satisfied with the degree to which I have reached my 
performance goals for the season), team performance (three items; I am satisfied with the team’s 
win/loss record this season), ability utilization (five items; I am satisfied with the degree to 
which my abilities were used), strategy (six items; I am satisfied with the coach’s choice of plays 
during competitions), personal treatment (five items; I am satisfied with the recognition I 
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received from my coach), training and instruction (three items; I am satisfied with the instruction 
I have received from the coach this season), team task contribution (three items; I am satisfied 
with the extent to which teammates provided me with instruction), team social contribution 
(three items; I am satisfied with the role I played in the social life of the team), ethics (three 
items; I am satisfied with my teammates’ sportsmanlike behavior), team integration (four items; I 
am satisfied with how the team worked to be the best), personal dedication (four items; I am 
satisfied with the degree to which I did my best for the team), budget (three items; I am satisfied 
with the amount of money spent on my team), medical personnel (four items; I am satisfied with 
the competence of the medical personnel), academic support services (three items; I am satisfied 
with the academic support services provided), and external agents (four items; I am satisfied with 
the media’s support of our program). All items are scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale 
anchored at the extremes by 1 (not at all satisfied) to 7 (extremely satisfied), with the midpoint 4 
(moderately satisfied). In terms of the readability of the items, the Flesch Reading Ease Grade 
Level Index of Readability was 8.4, suggesting a low level of reading ability was required. 
Further, the results of a CFA showed acceptable results (TLI= 0.93, IFI= 0.94, RMSEA= 0.05). 
As far as reliability is concerned, the internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach alpha) ranged 
from .78 to .95 for all 15 dimensions.  
It is important to note that the ASQ was developed using a sample of university athletes, 
meaning that some of the subscales such as medical personnel, academic support services, and 
budget are likely to be not relevant to youth athletes (Sullivan & Gee, 2007). As a result, the 





Research on Athlete Satisfaction 
 Researchers have examined athlete satisfaction in relation to multiple related group 
dynamics in sport constructs including roles (Eys, Carron, Bray, & Beauchamp, 2003; Bray, 
Beauchamp, Eys, & Carron, 2005), status (Jeffery-Tosoni, Eys, Schinke, & Lewko, 2011), and 
leadership behaviours (Hoffmann & Loughead, 2016a, 2016b; Paradis & Loughead, 2012). This 
section of the literature review will highlight studies that focused on those above-mentioned 
concepts in relation to athlete satisfaction.  
As for roles, Eys et al. (2003) examined the relationship between role ambiguity and 
athlete satisfaction. Using the ASQ (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998) and a measure of role 
ambiguity, Eys et al. (2003) found that those athletes with greater clarity concerning the role 
dimension of scope of responsibility were more satisfied with the athlete satisfaction dimensions 
of ability utilization, strategy, and training and instruction. It should be noted that these results 
were only pertinent for players’ role responsibilities on offence and not defense. Eys et al. 
speculated that the difference between offence and defense could be due to the more complex 
nature of offence in interdependent sports and that offence has become a more valued element of 
sports compared to defense. Further, Bray et al. (2005) examined the relationship between role 
clarity and athlete satisfaction, as well as a self-reported need for role clarity. In their sample of 
112 male Junior B hockey players, they found that greater role ambiguity (i.e., less role clarity) 
was related to lower levels of satisfaction (as measured by the ASQ), but only for those hockey 
players who self-reported a higher need for role clarity. This association was explained that those 
athletes who feel they are not getting what they need in terms of role clarity would likely be less 
clear about their roles and therefore less satisfied with their hockey playing experience.  
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As for status, Jeffery-Tosoni et al. (2011) compared the starting status (i.e., starter and 
non-starters) of 276 athletes to determine if there were differences in perceptions of athlete 
satisfaction and cohesion in high-school aged sports. Starters had significantly greater 
perceptions of athlete satisfaction for the dimensions of ability utilization (F[1,60] = 14.05, p < 
.000) , team social contribution (F[1,60] = 22.47, p = .000, and personal dedication (F[1,60] = 
10.75, p < .002). Starters also perceived greater social cohesion than non-starters (F[1,213] = 
4.07, p < .05). 
As for leadership behaviours, researchers have examined athlete peer-mentoring and 
athlete leadership. Hoffmann and Loughead (2016a, 2016b) examined the relationship between 
peer-mentoring and athlete satisfaction. In one study, Hoffmann and Loughead (2016a) surveyed 
444 intercollegiate athletes from a variety of sport teams to assess the relationship between well 
peer-mentored athletes and non-peer-mentored athletes using the ASQ as well as a scale related 
to mentoring. They found that well peer-mentored athletes were significantly more satisfied with 
eight dimensions of athlete satisfaction compared to athletes who didn’t have a mentor. The 
significant dimensions of satisfaction were: individual performance (F[1, 442] = 20.57, p = .000, 
η2 = .04), personal dedication (F[1,442] = 14.84, p = .000, η2 = .03), team task contribution 
(F[1, 442] = 24.92, p =.000, η2 = .05), team social contribution (F[1, 442] = 13.89, p = .000, η2 
= .03), team integration (F[1,442] = 12.56, p = .000, η2 = .03), ethics (F[1,442] = 10.52, p = 
.001, η2 = .02), ability utilisation (F[1, 442] = 9.83, p = .002, η2 = .02), and training and 
instruction (F[1, 442] = 9.77, p =.002, η2 = .02). 
In a second study, Hoffmann and Loughead (2016b) examined perceptions of athlete 
satisfaction as they related to leadership behaviours (as measured by the DTLI) and an inventory 
to measure mentoring. Using structural equation modeling (SEM), it was found that psychosocial 
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mentoring was positively related to protégé satisfaction, specifically for the facets of individual 
performance and personal dedication. Hoffmann and Loughead (2016b) noted that this 
satisfaction is the likely result of psychosocial mentoring because it came from a peer athlete, not 
the coach. These well peer-mentored athletes have greater relationships with teammates. 
Finally, in their analysis of the relationship between athlete leader behaviours and athlete 
satisfaction, Paradis and Loughead (2012) surveyed 205 competitive youth sport athletes. They 
found significant bivariate correlations between eight dimensions of athlete satisfaction and four 
athlete leader behaviours (as measured by the LSS) for both formal and informal athlete leaders. 
There were 64 (out of a possible 80) positive correlations between athlete leader behaviours and 
athlete satisfaction. The following correlation ranges were reported for the four athlete leadership 
behaviours: training and instruction (r = .17- r = .42), democratic behaviour (r = .17- r =. 43), 
social support (r = .16 – r = 41), and positive feedback (r = .21 – r = .41). The only correlations 
that were not significant were between the athlete leadership dimension of autocratic behaviour 
and any dimension of athlete satisfaction. These results indicated that both formal and informal 
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Tell Us About Yourself  
Current Sport: __________________          
Years Playing Current Sport: __________________  
Current Level of Play: _________________ (i.e, House League A, AA, AAA) 
Current Age Division of Play: _______________________ (i.e., Bantam Minor, Midget Major, U16)   
Your Age: ____________ (i.e., 14, 15, 16) 
Gender (circle one):       1. Male              2. Female              3. Other                 4. Prefer not to answer                           
There are no right or wrong answers. Please take your time to complete the 

































Instructions: The following survey items refer to your Head Coach and Athlete Leader(s) leadership 
style. Athlete leader(s) are any teammates you see as a leader. They don’t need to be named a captain. 
Circle how frequently each statement fits his or her leadership style using the following scale:  
   
 
1. says exactly what he or she means 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
2. admits mistakes when they are made 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
3. encourages everyone to speak their mind 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
4. tells you the hard truth 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
5. displays emotions exactly in line with feelings 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
6. demonstrates beliefs that are consistent with actions 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
7. makes decisions based upon his or her core values 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
8. asks you to take positions that support your core values 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
9. makes difficult decisions based on high standards of ethical 
conduct 
0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
Not at all Once in a while  Sometimes Fairly Often  Frequently, If not always  
     0   1           2           3          4   
        
 
My Head Coach My Athlete Leader(s) 
 
10. asks for opinions that challenge his or her deeply held 
positions 
0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
11. analyzes relevant data before coming to a decision  0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
12. listens carefully to different points of view before coming 
to conclusions 
0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
13. seeks feedback to improve interactions with others 0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
14. accurately describes how others view his or her 
capabilities 
0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
15. knows when it is time to re-evaluate his or her positions 
on important issues 
0 1 2 3 4  0 1 2 3 4 
16. shows he or she understands how specific actions impact 
others 




Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire (YSEQ; Eys et al., 2009) 
 
 
Instructions: The following questions ask about your feelings toward your team. Please CIRCLE a number 
from 1 to 9 to show how much you agree with each statement 
 
1. We all share the same commitment to our team’s goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2. I invite my teammates to do things with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3. As a team, we are all on the same page. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4. Some of my best friends are on this team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
5. I like the way we work together as a team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
6. I do not get along with the members of my team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
7.We hang out with one another whenever possible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8. As a team, we are united. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
9. I contact my teammates often (text message, Instagram, Snapchat). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10. This team gives me enough opportunities to improve my own 
performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
11. I spend time with my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
12. Our team does not work well together. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
13. I am going to keep in contact with my teammates after the season 
ends
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
14. I am happy with my team’s level of desire to win. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
15. We stick together outside of practice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
16. My approach to playing is the same as my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
17. We contact each other often (text message, Instagram, Snapchat). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
18. We like the way we work together as a team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Fully Disagree           Partly Disagree             Neutral             Partly Agree               Fully Agree 




Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998) 
 




                
 
I am satisfied with… 
1. how the team works to be the best. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2.  my social status on the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3.  the coach's choice of plays during competitions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4.  the degree to which I do my best for the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5.  the degree to which I have reached my performance goals during the season. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6.  the degree to which my abilities are used. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7.  the extent to which all team members are ethical. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8.  the extent to which teammates provide me with instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9.  the recognition I receive from my coach. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10.  the team's win/loss record this season. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11.  the training I receive from the coach during the season. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12.  my dedication during practices. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13.  my teammates' sense of fair play. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14.  the degree to which teammates share the same goal. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15.  the friendliness of the coach towards me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16.  the guidance I receive from my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17.  the improvement in my performance over the previous season. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18.  the instruction I have received from the coach this season. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19.  the level to which my talents are used. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20.  the role I play in the social life of the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21.  the tactics used during games. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22.  the team's overall performance this season. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23.  coach's choice of strategies during games. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24.  my enthusiasm during competitions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25.  my teammates' 'sportsmanlike' behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26.  team member's dedication to work together toward team goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27.  the coach's teaching of the tactics and techniques of my position. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28.  the constructive feedback I receive from my teammates. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29.  the degree to which my teammates accept me on a social level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30.  the extent to which my role matches my potential. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31.  the extent to which the team is meeting its goals for the season. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32.  the improvement in my skill level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33.  the level of appreciation my coach shows when I do well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34.  how the coach makes adjustments during competitions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all Satisfied     Somewhat Satisfied       Extremely Satisfied 
 1            4              7 
88 
 
        
35.  my coach's loyalty towards me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36.  my commitment to the team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37.  the amount of time I play during competitions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38.  the extent to which teammates play as a team. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
39.  coach's game plans. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40.  the degree to which my role on the team matches my preferred role. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41.  the extent to which the coach is behind me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 






















Appendix E  
Coach Permission Letter 
Hello Coach, 
My name is Kyle Bezaire and I am currently pursuing my Master’s degree at the University of Windsor. 
Specifically, I am studying sport psychology, and am requesting your permission to ask your team to be 
participants in my research. This project has been approved by both the University of Windsor Research 
Ethics Board. 
The title of my project is “An Examination of Authentic Leadership in Youth Sports.” The purposes of 
this project are to (1) To examine which Authentic Leadership behaviours are being displayed by coaches 
and athlete leaders in youth sports; and (2) How these behaviours are related to the outcomes of cohesion 
and satisfaction.  
If you approve your team to participate, I will email you back the official “Invitation to Participate” letter 
to be emailed to your parent group. The process for data collection will consist of us arranging a mutually 
convenient date, time, and location (i.e., before a regularly scheduled practice at your home facility); the 
participants completing the survey package and returning it sealed in the provided envelope to ensure that 
their responses are anonymized. The estimated time to complete the survey package is 20 minutes. There 
are no follow ups, observations, or any other kind of data collection outside of the completion of the 
survey package.  
If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me.  
Thank you in advance for your consideration, and I look forward to hearing back from you soon. 









LETTER OF INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH AND 
INFORMED CONSENT 
 
An Examination of Authentic Leadership in Youth Sports 
 
You are asked to participate in a research study conducted by Kyle Bezaire (Master’s 
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